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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Kelly Wright; susanh@ida.net; Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov;


 Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Greutert, Ed [USA]; Zavala, Bernie; Ross, Randall; mbeljin@cinci.rr.com
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FMC OU Bi-Weekly Call Reminder Reschedule to January 7, 2016
Date: Thursday, December 31, 2015 12:52:08 PM


The Tribes New Year Holiday began this afternoon, and several people at EPA and IDEQ are on


 vacation today.  Accordingly, let’s reschedule the bi-weekly call to next week, January 7th, 2-3 pm
 Mountain Time.
 


Also, I think we should plan to teleconference the following Thursday too, January 14th, in light of
 the two key deliverables (Intermediate GW Remedy RD and Final Soil Remedy RD and RAWP) we
 have to review.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Kelly Wright; susanh@ida.net; Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov;


 Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Benchouk, Michele [USA]; Zavala, Bernie; Ross, Randall; mbeljin@cinci.rr.com
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FMC OU Bi-Weekly Call Reminder for January 7, 2016, 1:30-2:30 pm Mountain Time
Date: Wednesday, January 06, 2016 6:43:08 PM
Attachments: DRAFT Comments on Final Soil Remedy RD and RAWP 1-6-16 .docx


Don’t forget we’ll start half an hour earlier this week, at 1:30 pm Mountain Time. 
 
Topics to cover include:
 


·        Draft EPA comments (attached) on the final Soil Remedy RD and RAWP submittal received
 December 28, 2015.


·        Development of draft comments on the Groundwater Remedy 60 percent RD received
 December 1, 2015.


 
BAH will initiate the call.  Michele has a different passcode than Ed.  Here’s the phone info.
 
Dial In 
Passcode
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 
 


(b)(6)


(b)(6)
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DRAFT***January 6, 2016***DRAFT





EPA COMMENTS 


Unilateral Administrative Order (UAO) for Remedial Design and Remedial Action


EPA Docket No. CERCLA-10-2013-0116


FMC Operable Unit of the Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site, Pocatello, ID





	On December 23, 2015, FMC submitted a Final (100%) Soil Remedy Engineering Remedial Design Report (RDR), Remedial Action Work Plan (RAWP), and supporting documents. This submittal included written responses to EPA’s November 25, 2015 comments on the Pre-Final RDR, supporting documents, the RAWP, and Addendum regarding potential redevelopment of RA-G North to the RDR and RAWP.  The December 23, 2015 submittal also included a table tracking all changes incorporated into the Remedial Design package subsequent to delivery of the July 6, 2015 submittal.  





After review of the Response to Comments, and revisions to the RD/RA submittal in response to comments of November 25, 2015, EPA has identified several comments not satisfactorily addressed by FMC.  [Insert disapproval language consistent with Paragraphs 60 and 61 of the UAO.  Provide date on which a resubmittal with deficiencies cured is due.]   





A.	Comments on the RDR and RAWP Addendum Submitted October 27, 2015





Comment 1: Ground Settlement and Subsidence.  As noted in the response from FMC, an independent Geotechnical Design Report and design drawings were provided in Appendix H to the Final RDR.  This includes an initial report (June 23, 2015) which did not consider the proposed gamma cap design or grading plan, and subsequent addenda (August 7 and 28, 2015) which account for the gamma cap required for RA-G North.  





a. On page 8 of the initial report, the consultant concludes that “fill is variable in density and not suitable for support of structural elements, without the potential for long-term subsidence.”  Accordingly, the consultant proposes that portions of the existing fill be excavated and reinstalled in a controlled compacted manner to accommodate overlying paving and structures.  Placement of three layers of geogrid is also recommended beneath (and extending five feet beyond the footprint of) proposed structures.  FMC must discuss how such actions will impact construction and integrity of the gamma cap in this area.  In addition, FMC must expand Section 3.2.1.1 of the PSVP to note that the final status survey will include an assessment of gamma cap equivalency for reinstalled, compacted fill in the roadways, parking areas, and laydown areas (as noted on page 13 of the response to comments letter), as well as compacted fill foundations associated with the Valley facility features.  FMC must clarify how it intends to perform final status surveys in RA-G North areas where construction takes place.  Potentially removable overlying structures or features (e.g., concrete slab on grade) should not be considered when determining gamma emission rates from this area post-construction.





b. On page 9 of the initial report, the consultant discusses construction of stormwater infiltration facilities below the fill soils.  FMC must explain how construction of these infiltration facilities will affect placement, integrity, and shielding capability of the proposed gamma cap at RA-G North.  Similarly, FMC must discuss how a potential sinkhole or standing water (mentioned on page 12 of the initial report) would affect the physical integrity and shielding properties of the gamma cap.





c. FMC must clarify how materials excavated during Valley facility construction (Remedial Action construction) will be handled and disposed to ensure protection of human health and the environment.





Comment 3: Building Foundation (Cap) Integrity.  FMC responds that gas monitoring in buildings is not necessary based on previous monitoring for phosphine.  Previous outdoor monitoring efforts and gas emissions analyses have not addressed the potential for gas buildup within buildings.  Provisions must be included for monitoring interiors of buildings at RA-G North once they are completed until it is demonstrated that they are safe, and will remain so.  





Comment 4: Gas Monitoring Plan.  It is a well-established principle in environmental and occupational monitoring that it is not always sufficient to argue that hazardous exposures are projected to be acceptable.  Exposures must often be demonstrated to be acceptable.  Grading, construction, and capping will alter the physical nature of the site and potentially influence transport and accumulation of any hazardous gases.  In the same way that final status surveys are necessary to demonstrate that gamma emissions are at acceptable levels, so a gas monitoring plan is necessary to demonstrate that, after completion of remedial action construction, gas levels are acceptable.  Elements of that plan must include, but not necessarily be limited to:


· A conceptual model of gas transport through soil to buildings or the atmosphere.


· Monitoring of any newly-constructed indoor workplaces for a minimum of one year, or longer if needed to demonstrate that exposures are acceptable.


· Biased monitoring based on documented P4 and other contaminant locations.


· Random monitoring in other locations.


· Monitoring at least quarterly throughout the first year to account for varying atmospheric conditions.





Comment 5: Utility Installation and Maintenance.  The outlined approach involving establishment of clean utility corridors is acceptable.  However, the high-level project schedule provided as Figure 7.1 of the RAWP (incorrectly referenced as Figure 6.2 in the response) is not detailed enough to confirm the timing of trenching and utility installation prior to the 2016 capping phase in this area.  Updated and detailed schedules must be provided for EPA review.  Further, it must be clear that all grading, excavation, and capping is remedial action construction to be performed by FMC or its contractors.





Comment 6: Remedial Action Access.  In the response to this comment, FMC indicates that the construction schedule for RA-G redevelopment has a target completion date in November 2016.  Because the next capping phase is also anticipated to be complete in November 2016, FMC concludes that “there will be no public (including Valley customers) access prior to completion of the capping phase.”





This response fails to distinguish between remedial action construction (grading, excavation, capping) within RA-G and subsequent building construction once RA-G remedial action construction is complete.  FMC must describe how people not engaged in remedial action construction or oversight will be excluded from RA-G until remedial action construction is accomplished.  Further, FMC must describe how building construction workers and others working within RA-G once remedial action construction is complete there will be excluded from other parts of the FMC OU prior to soil cap construction completion.





 FMC must also anticipate some slippage in the time frame for the soil capping phase of remedial action construction.  This is a possibility given that (1) FMC is currently in the process of bidding out the 2016 capping phase, and (2) an approvable Final Design package has yet to be submitted.  FMC and Valley must formally affirm that access to the redevelopment site will be restricted until the soil remedial action construction is complete regardless of delays in the actual remedial action construction schedule.





Comment 7: Soil Remedy Effectiveness.  





a. The FMC response to the second comment bullet, which consists mostly of describing how Valley anticipates using its future facility, is inadequate.   The more intensive land use now planned for RA-G north may increase the likelihood of the soil cap being compromised by human activity.  In particular, maintaining the required RA-G gamma cap shielding soil thickness (or the equivalent thickness of other material) across the proposed roadways, parking lots, and laydown areas may be challenging.  Inspection criteria, action triggers, and maintenance response actions must be included in the Final PSVP and OMMP which account for more intensive use of the area than previously planned.





b. The FMC response to the third comment bullet, which consists mostly of describing how Valley anticipates using its future facility, is inadequate.  The construction details for parking and laydown areas do not appear to be consistent with long term gamma protection given the currently anticipated use of these areas.  The Remedial Design for these areas must be modified to be consistent with that of the main access road (14 inches WUA gravel over geotextile and 12 inches WUA gravel) or an acceptable justification provided for not making this modification.  





c. The last bullet of this comment, which states that the OMMP must include provisions to ensure that stored material will not compromise the integrity of the cap, has not been addressed.  The OMMP must include provisions to ensure that stored material (vehicles, equipment, product, building materials, etc.) will not compromise the integrity of the cap. 





Additionally, FMC states that Valley structures (warehouse, scale, tank farm, and detention pond) have been excluded from the OM&M Plan.  Those structures which serve as gamma caps are FMC’s responsibility to maintain.  The PSVP and OM&M Plan must include inspection criteria, action triggers, and maintenance response actions for these features.





Comment 10: Section 5.0, Schedule.  The high-level project schedule provided as Figure 7.1 of the RAWP (incorrectly referenced as Figure 6.2 in the response) is not detailed enough to confirm the timing of trenching and utility installation prior to the 2016 capping phase in this area.  Updated and detailed schedules must be provided for EPA review.





B.	Comments on the Soil Remedy Pre-Final Remedial Design Report





Comment 1: Section 5.3.2 and related sections, Gamma Cap Design.  The FMC response describes the gamma cap design thickness as 14 ± 2 inches.





Practical experience and technical guidance indicate that some level of protective cover or buffer is necessary to protect the gamma cap from the effects of erosion. The proposed “average 14 ± 2 inches” cap thickness meets this objective.  However, EPA believes that the small 2-inch buffer afforded by the proposed cap will necessitate very aggressive OM&M efforts that go beyond those currently proposed. 





For comparison, the ET cap design incorporates a 6-inch buffer layer, along with a 2-inch trigger for erosion loss.  Repairs are, therefore, triggered well before the functional aspects of the cap are compromised.  Because the proposed gamma cap design only incorporates a 2-inch buffer, more robust OM&M criteria must be applied to ensure continued cap integrity.  In order to receive EPA approval, FMC must incorporate one of two acceptable alternatives:





(1) FMC must inspect the gamma caps quarterly, rather than annually as specified for the ET caps.  Further, monitoring will need to occur on sloped areas after significant rainfall until vegetation sufficient to largely inhibit erosion has become established.





(2) [bookmark: _GoBack]FMC must enhance the gamma cap design to include sufficient buffer thickness to be consistent with the ET cap.  On this basis, the comparable total gamma cap thickness should be “average 12 ± 2 inches” plus a 6-inch buffer for a total gamma cap thickness averaging 18 inches ± 2 inches.  Annual inspections would then be appropriate. 





In addition, the term “acceptable cap conditions” used by FMC on page 16 of the response, must be defined in the OM&M Plan.  Use of such a vague term is open to interpretation by differing entities and field personnel and is, therefore, unacceptable.





Comment 2: Section 4.2.1 and related sections, Site-Wide Grading Design Criteria.  Over the past few months, FMC verbally indicated that there would be no areas with slopes greater than 4H:1V.  As a result, text in the RDR, RAWP, and supporting documents was edited to eliminate references to erosion control blankets that would have been placed in such areas.  





We understand that physical constraints in limited areas (as discussed in FMC’s September 30, 2015 letter) are unavoidable.  Accordingly, the maximum slope will be exceeded, and erosion control blankets will be placed on top the cap, in the following areas:





· RA-F3 (1 area): an existing Idaho power pole located at the toe of the slope where burial of the base of the pole is not acceptable;


· RA-K (1 area): in order to maintain grade at the existing paved surface at the top of the RA-K slope and have sufficient width at the toe of slope to construct the stormwater channel within FMC’s property;


· RA-C (3 areas): two very small areas surrounding RCRA Phase IV pond post-closure monitoring systems that cannot be removed or relocated, and the third small area due to a lattice power tower at the toe of slope where partial burial is not acceptable;


· RA-G: the northern-most extension of the north slope of RA-G (South 2) is slightly steeper than 4:1 to preserve the access road between RA-G South 1 and South 2 that will continue to be needed for groundwater monitoring and post-remedial action monitoring and maintenance.





Although Section 5.3.5 of the RDR addresses placement of erosion control blankets on gamma cap slopes approaching 4H:1V, the RDR must also note that such erosion control measures will be needed for the ET cap locations noted above.  The RAWP and Specification 02270 for Erosion Control Blankets must specifically identify these areas as requiring erosion control matting due to steeper than anticipated slopes.  





Comments 3, 4, and 5 addressed to EPA satisfaction?  If so, have responses been appropriately incorporated into RD documents?





C.	Comments on the PSVP





Comment 6: Gamma Cap Thickness.  See the response to Comment B.1 above.





Comment 7: Gas Monitoring Plan.  See the response to Comment A.4 above.





D.	Comments on the OM&M Plan





Comment 9: Gamma Cap Thickness.  See the response to Comment B.1 above.





Comment 10: Stored Materials at RA-G North.  The OMMP must include provisions to ensure that stored material (vehicles, equipment, product, building materials, etc.) will not compromise the integrity of the cap. 

















From: Sheldrake, Beth
To: Gervais, Gregory; Fonseca, Silvina
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee; Williams, Jonathan
Subject: FW: 2015-12-30(1) Response to FMC Analysis of USC material disposal FINAL sh.docx
Date: Thursday, January 07, 2016 12:11:16 PM
Attachments: 2015-12-30(1) Response to FMC Analysis of USC material disposal FINAL sh.docx


ATT00001.txt


FYI


________________________________________________________
Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10
Office of Environmental Cleanup
Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1
p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov


-----Original Message-----
From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com]
Sent: Wednesday, December 30, 2015 6:21 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; Albright, Rick
 <Albright.Rick@epa.gov>; Boyd, Andrew <Boyd.Andrew@epa.gov>
Cc: Jill Grant <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>; Gussie Lord <glord@jillgrantlaw.com>; Virginia Monsisco
 <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>
Subject: 2015-12-30(1) Response to FMC Analysis of USC material disposal FINAL sh.docx


Please find attach the Tribes comments on the recent memos from FMC.
Call me if you have any questions.
Thanks
Kelly
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Sent from my iPhone









Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Response to FMC Memo on Undocumented Subsurface 
Condition Materials Relocated during Site-Wide Grading of FMC Operable Unit of 



Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site 



 



Summary 



The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes (“Tribes”) have reviewed the analysis provided by FMC with 
regard to the feasibility of transporting offsite for incineration P4-contaminated Undocumented 
Subsurface Condition (“USC”) materials encountered during the site-wide grading phase of the 
remedial action required by the Interim Record of Decision Amendment (“IRODA”).  The Tribes 
believe that, in light of FMC’s long experience in handling P4 contaminated materials, the far 
shorter period of risk exposure involved in shipping the materials off-site for incineration, and 
the findings in the Argonne National Labs (“ANL”) independent review supportive of 
alternatives to capping, the safest course of action with regard to the USC materials is to have 
them placed into containers and shipped off-site to an appropriately permitted incineration 
facility.  In addition, the Tribes believe that the RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions (“LDRs”) 
apply to the USC material because it is solid waste exhibiting the hazardous characteristics of 
ignitability and reactivity due to its containing P4 and because the movement of the USC 
materials around the site constitutes movement between separate Areas of Contamination 
(“AOCs”).  Finally, given the hundreds of USC incidents that occurred over the majority of the 
site during the site-wide grading phase, and given the general lack of characterization of the site, 
it must be assumed that much of the slag that was spread around the site was contaminated with 
P4 and therefore that itt will be necessary to place Evapotranspiration (“ET”) caps over 
Remediation Areas (“RAs”) that were not originally slated to receive them under the IRODA. 



A. Off-Site Disposal 



FMC asserts that consolidating the USC materials in RA-F2 and capping with an ET cap is less 
dangerous thant removing the materials for proper disposal off-site.  FMC also asserts that on-
site disposal is strongly favored over off-site disposal under the IRODA.  The Tribes note that 
Section 11.5 of the IRODA supports capping in place over treatment based in part on the limited 
ability of reliable proven treatment technologies for the volume of contaminated soil on the site 
and also on the significant risks associated with handling the material over a prolonged (20 to 40 
year) treatment period and because of the potential uncertainties associated with excavation and 
treatment of elemental phosphorus..  These considerations are less relevant to the disposal of the 
discrete amount of material at issue in this circumstance.  Moreover, the ANL report identified 
off-site incineration as a proven and immediately applicable treatment technology for at least a 
small subset of the P4 waste at the site.  Additionally, the P4-contaminated material has already 
been excavated and consolidated by FMC’s experienced workers, there is a limited amount of 
material at issue, and the off-site disposal would create risks for a period of less than one year.  
In contrast, capping in place results in long-term risk to the nearby populations (P4 remains 
reactive for 10,000 years), including the generation over time of phosphine gas, which was not 
addressed at all in FMC’s risk analysis.  Finally, we note that FMC had the opportunity to 











minimize the risk involved by drumming the P4-contaminated materials at the time they were 
uncovered, due to the small volume of most of the USC materials, but FMC declined to do so 
because such action would have rendered it responsible for proper disposal.  FMC should not be 
permitted to transfer thousands of years of risk onto the Tribes and current and future site 
workers because it did not want to incur additional costs at the time risk could have been 
minimized. 



B. Applicability of LDRs 



FMC claims that the P4-contaminated waste at issue does not exhibit any hazardous 
characteristics.  The Tribes contend that the P4-contaminated waste is ignitable and reactive, and 
the IRODA states that “P4 is highly toxic by ingestion, inhalation and skin absorption and may 
be fatal at high concentrations; is corrosive to skin and other living tissue; and is likely to cause 
skin burns upon contact.”  The ANL report also found that soil and debris at the FMC OU may 
meet the RCRA toxicity characteristic.  In addition, FMC argues that movement of USC 
materials from various RAs within the site is merely movement within the same AOC and thus 
does not trigger RCRA LDRs.  The Tribes contend that the FMC OU, while generally 
contiguous, contains various RAs that were used for different purposes, are in discrete and 
separated areas, and will be used differently going forward, including for a water treatment 
facility and possibly a fertilizer plant.  The previous and future uses and separation of each area 
supports a finding by EPA that the entire area is not analogous to a “landfill” under RCRA that 
would constitute a single AOC.  Instead, the Tribes submit that placement of the heavily P4-
contaminated materials as proposed by FMC constitutes consolidation of waste from different 
AOC’s into a single AOC.1  This consolidation differs from earthmoving operations intended to 
create a stable structure for capping and constitutes placement of hazardous waste for purposes 
of RCRA compliance. 



C. Additional ET Caps 



Under the IRODA, RA-F consisted of slag that was to be capped by a gamma (soil) cap, thus 
providing protection from radiation.  However, due to the numerous instances of USC 
encounters and the widespread P4 contamination, it is evident that RA-F, and any other RAs 
where slag containing USCs was placed for grading, should be covered by an ET cap, which is 
designed to minimize the generation of phosphine gas and contamination of groundwater.  This 
remedy would be consistent with the IRODA’s goals of preventing migration of contaminants to 
groundwater, preventing the infiltration of rainwater, and preventing direct contact with 
contaminants by current or future workers.  Due to the inadequate characterization of the site, it 
is to a great extent unclear where P4 contamination is located.  However, the site-wide grading, 
and the attendant hundreds of USC encounters, show that subsurface P4 contamination is 



1 See 55 Fed. Reg. 8666, 8760 (March 8, 1990), “Waste consolidation from different units or AOCs at a 
CERCLA site are subject to any applicable RCRA requirements regardless of the volume of the waste or 
the purpose of the consolidation.  Thus, EPA disagrees with those commenters that asserted that small 
volumes of hazardous waste at a CERCLA site can be consolidated anywhere on-site for storage or 
treatment purposes without consideration of any applicable RCRA requirements.” 



                                                           











widespread, particularly in RA-F, and additional ET caps are warranted to minimize future 
groundwater contamination and generation of phosphine gas.2 



2 See IRODA § 13.2.6, p. 144, “Placing ET caps over the areas of known subsurface elemental 
phosphorus within the FMC OU, is completely consistent with how EPA has addressed other elemental 
phosphorus-contaminated sites across the country.” 



                                                           











From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Benchouk, Michele [USA]
Cc: Greutert, Ed [USA]; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: 2015-12-30(1) Response to FMC Analysis of USC material disposal FINAL sh.docx
Date: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 12:08:43 PM
Attachments: 2015-12-30(1) Response to FMC Analysis of USC material disposal FINAL sh.docx


ATT00001.txt


Attached are comments received from the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes.


Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101


Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov


-----Original Message-----
From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com]
Sent: Wednesday, December 30, 2015 6:21 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; Albright, Rick
 <Albright.Rick@epa.gov>; Boyd, Andrew <Boyd.Andrew@epa.gov>
Cc: Jill Grant <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>; Gussie Lord <glord@jillgrantlaw.com>; Virginia Monsisco
 <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>
Subject: 2015-12-30(1) Response to FMC Analysis of USC material disposal FINAL sh.docx


Please find attach the Tribes comments on the recent memos from FMC.
Call me if you have any questions.
Thanks
Kelly
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Sent from my iPhone









Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Response to FMC Memo on Undocumented Subsurface 
Condition Materials Relocated during Site-Wide Grading of FMC Operable Unit of 



Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site 



 



Summary 



The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes (“Tribes”) have reviewed the analysis provided by FMC with 
regard to the feasibility of transporting offsite for incineration P4-contaminated Undocumented 
Subsurface Condition (“USC”) materials encountered during the site-wide grading phase of the 
remedial action required by the Interim Record of Decision Amendment (“IRODA”).  The Tribes 
believe that, in light of FMC’s long experience in handling P4 contaminated materials, the far 
shorter period of risk exposure involved in shipping the materials off-site for incineration, and 
the findings in the Argonne National Labs (“ANL”) independent review supportive of 
alternatives to capping, the safest course of action with regard to the USC materials is to have 
them placed into containers and shipped off-site to an appropriately permitted incineration 
facility.  In addition, the Tribes believe that the RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions (“LDRs”) 
apply to the USC material because it is solid waste exhibiting the hazardous characteristics of 
ignitability and reactivity due to its containing P4 and because the movement of the USC 
materials around the site constitutes movement between separate Areas of Contamination 
(“AOCs”).  Finally, given the hundreds of USC incidents that occurred over the majority of the 
site during the site-wide grading phase, and given the general lack of characterization of the site, 
it must be assumed that much of the slag that was spread around the site was contaminated with 
P4 and therefore that itt will be necessary to place Evapotranspiration (“ET”) caps over 
Remediation Areas (“RAs”) that were not originally slated to receive them under the IRODA. 



A. Off-Site Disposal 



FMC asserts that consolidating the USC materials in RA-F2 and capping with an ET cap is less 
dangerous thant removing the materials for proper disposal off-site.  FMC also asserts that on-
site disposal is strongly favored over off-site disposal under the IRODA.  The Tribes note that 
Section 11.5 of the IRODA supports capping in place over treatment based in part on the limited 
ability of reliable proven treatment technologies for the volume of contaminated soil on the site 
and also on the significant risks associated with handling the material over a prolonged (20 to 40 
year) treatment period and because of the potential uncertainties associated with excavation and 
treatment of elemental phosphorus..  These considerations are less relevant to the disposal of the 
discrete amount of material at issue in this circumstance.  Moreover, the ANL report identified 
off-site incineration as a proven and immediately applicable treatment technology for at least a 
small subset of the P4 waste at the site.  Additionally, the P4-contaminated material has already 
been excavated and consolidated by FMC’s experienced workers, there is a limited amount of 
material at issue, and the off-site disposal would create risks for a period of less than one year.  
In contrast, capping in place results in long-term risk to the nearby populations (P4 remains 
reactive for 10,000 years), including the generation over time of phosphine gas, which was not 
addressed at all in FMC’s risk analysis.  Finally, we note that FMC had the opportunity to 











minimize the risk involved by drumming the P4-contaminated materials at the time they were 
uncovered, due to the small volume of most of the USC materials, but FMC declined to do so 
because such action would have rendered it responsible for proper disposal.  FMC should not be 
permitted to transfer thousands of years of risk onto the Tribes and current and future site 
workers because it did not want to incur additional costs at the time risk could have been 
minimized. 



B. Applicability of LDRs 



FMC claims that the P4-contaminated waste at issue does not exhibit any hazardous 
characteristics.  The Tribes contend that the P4-contaminated waste is ignitable and reactive, and 
the IRODA states that “P4 is highly toxic by ingestion, inhalation and skin absorption and may 
be fatal at high concentrations; is corrosive to skin and other living tissue; and is likely to cause 
skin burns upon contact.”  The ANL report also found that soil and debris at the FMC OU may 
meet the RCRA toxicity characteristic.  In addition, FMC argues that movement of USC 
materials from various RAs within the site is merely movement within the same AOC and thus 
does not trigger RCRA LDRs.  The Tribes contend that the FMC OU, while generally 
contiguous, contains various RAs that were used for different purposes, are in discrete and 
separated areas, and will be used differently going forward, including for a water treatment 
facility and possibly a fertilizer plant.  The previous and future uses and separation of each area 
supports a finding by EPA that the entire area is not analogous to a “landfill” under RCRA that 
would constitute a single AOC.  Instead, the Tribes submit that placement of the heavily P4-
contaminated materials as proposed by FMC constitutes consolidation of waste from different 
AOC’s into a single AOC.1  This consolidation differs from earthmoving operations intended to 
create a stable structure for capping and constitutes placement of hazardous waste for purposes 
of RCRA compliance. 



C. Additional ET Caps 



Under the IRODA, RA-F consisted of slag that was to be capped by a gamma (soil) cap, thus 
providing protection from radiation.  However, due to the numerous instances of USC 
encounters and the widespread P4 contamination, it is evident that RA-F, and any other RAs 
where slag containing USCs was placed for grading, should be covered by an ET cap, which is 
designed to minimize the generation of phosphine gas and contamination of groundwater.  This 
remedy would be consistent with the IRODA’s goals of preventing migration of contaminants to 
groundwater, preventing the infiltration of rainwater, and preventing direct contact with 
contaminants by current or future workers.  Due to the inadequate characterization of the site, it 
is to a great extent unclear where P4 contamination is located.  However, the site-wide grading, 
and the attendant hundreds of USC encounters, show that subsurface P4 contamination is 



1 See 55 Fed. Reg. 8666, 8760 (March 8, 1990), “Waste consolidation from different units or AOCs at a 
CERCLA site are subject to any applicable RCRA requirements regardless of the volume of the waste or 
the purpose of the consolidation.  Thus, EPA disagrees with those commenters that asserted that small 
volumes of hazardous waste at a CERCLA site can be consolidated anywhere on-site for storage or 
treatment purposes without consideration of any applicable RCRA requirements.” 



                                                           











widespread, particularly in RA-F, and additional ET caps are warranted to minimize future 
groundwater contamination and generation of phosphine gas.2 



2 See IRODA § 13.2.6, p. 144, “Placing ET caps over the areas of known subsurface elemental 
phosphorus within the FMC OU, is completely consistent with how EPA has addressed other elemental 
phosphorus-contaminated sites across the country.” 



                                                           











From: Williams, Jonathan
To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: AFLB north of plant
Date: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 12:37:23 PM
Attachments: EMF RI Figure 3_1 series.pdf
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From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Wednesday, December 23, 2015 11:42 AM
To: 'Marguerite Carpenter' <MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com>; Zavala, Bernie
 <Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov>; Ed Greutert <greutert_ed@bah.com>; susanh@ida.net; Kelly Wright
 <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Scott Miller <scott.miller@deq.idaho.gov>
Cc: Rob Hartman <Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com>
Subject: RE: AFLB north of plant
 
Thanks for the information.  I think we disagree with the interpreted extent of the AFLB shown on
 the map sent to us last week, and would like to explain why over the telephone.  And the borehole
 information provided earlier today does not appear to support that MWH interpretation of the
 continuous extent of the AFLB (shown in purple in map view) either.
 
Attached are some interpretive cross sections I recently reviewed.  My initial review suggests that
 along section C-C’ the AFLB is present at MW 133/134, MW 112 is too shallow, and it’s absent at
 MW 500/501.  Along section D-D’ it appears to be present only as far north as MW 309/310.  It
 appears that the AFLB is not present anywhere along section G-G’.
 
Let’s talk as planned about how far down gradient from potential extraction well locations we can
 expect the AFLB to be present, and how that might be confirmed.  Also, I think we should talk about
 orienting extraction wells more or less perpendicular to groundwater flow.  Some proposed
 extraction well locations appear to be oriented more parallel to the flow of contaminated
 groundwater.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Marguerite Carpenter [mailto:MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 23, 2015 10:15 AM
To: Zavala, Bernie <Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov>; Ed Greutert <greutert_ed@bah.com>;
 susanh@ida.net; Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Kelly Wright
 <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Scott Miller <scott.miller@deq.idaho.gov>
Cc: Rob Hartman <Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com>
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Subject: AFLB north of plant
 
Jonathan
 
During our conference call last Friday, you requested additional information regarding the
 EMF RI, FMC Groundwater Current Conditions Report (GWCCR) and Simplot Phosphoric
 Acid Plant (PAP) Investigation Report) data and interpretations that the American Falls
 Lake Bed deposits are laterally continuous to the north and northeast of the FMC Plant site
 as depicted on the figures we reviewed during the call which are attached again here.  Also
 attached are 1) Figure 3-1 from the Draft CERCLA Groundwater Monitoring Plan,
 annotated with a dashed line around the borings / lithologic logs that were again reviewed,
 2) a tabulated summary of the boring designations showing the depth to and elevation of
 the top of the AFLB, and 3) copies of the lithologic logs.  We believe the attached
 information fully supports the original EMF RI / GWCCR interpretation that the AFLB is
 laterally continuous to the north of the FMC Plant (at least north of I-86) and to the
 northeast (northeast of well 517 as inferred from the data presented in Simplot’s PAP
 Investigation Report). With your concurrence, we believe this information obviates the
 need for further discussion on this topic and propose that we cancel the conference call
 scheduled for this afternoon. 
 
Thank you,
Marjo
 
 
Marguerite Carpenter, PhD
Associate Director, EHS Rem/Gov
FMC Corporation
1735 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA  19103
Phone 215-299-6210


 
Please be advised that this transmittal may be privileged or confidential.  If you are not the intended
 recipient, please do not read, copy or re-transimit this communication.  If you have received this
 communication in error, please notify me by e-mail (marguerite.carpenter@fmc.com) or by
 telephone and delete this message and any attachments.  Thank you in advance for your
 cooperation and assistance.
 


Click here to report this email as spam.



mailto:marguerite.carpenter@fmc.com

https://www.mailcontrol.com/sr/QEOfVrCi4dbWQxILzJ5p91RbIGpRGHqw1kU!HoJBMGquorYMmJyINsZ1+iNZA4ZYqn1ZUxD+Dww0GEHk1CxHIQ==






From: Sheldrake, Beth
To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: ECL"s Weekly for 01/07/2016
Date: Thursday, January 07, 2016 12:33:49 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Please redact everything except for the entry on FMC as “non responsive.”  After redaction, this
 Weekly is releasable.
 
 
________________________________________________________
Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10
Office of Environmental Cleanup
Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1
p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov
 
 


From: Chris Field [mailto:Field.Chris@epamail.epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, January 07, 2016 12:31 PM
To: R10-ORA <R10-ORA@epa.gov>
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; Terada, Calvin <Terada.Calvin@epa.gov>;
 Grandinetti, Cami <Grandinetti.Cami@epa.gov>; Field, Chris <Field.Chris@epa.gov>; Faulk, Dennis
 <Faulk.Dennis@epa.gov>; Brave, Jennifer <brave.jennifer@epa.gov>; Leckrone-Lee, Judith
 <Leckrone-Lee.Judith@epa.gov>; Albright, Rick <Albright.Rick@epa.gov>; Blocker, Shawn
 <Blocker.Shawn@epa.gov>; Moon, Wally <Moon.Wally@epa.gov>; Barber, Anthony
 <Barber.Anthony@epa.gov>; Ingemansen, Dean <Ingemansen.Dean@epa.gov>; Stern, Allyn
 <Stern.Allyn@epa.gov>; Castanon, Lisa <Castanon.Lisa@epa.gov>; Soderlund, Dianne
 <Soderlund.Dianne@epa.gov>; Kelly, Joyce <Kelly.Joyce@epa.gov>; Werntz, James
 <Werntz.James@epa.gov>; Fleming, Sheila <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>; Philip, Jeff
 <Philip.Jeff@epa.gov>; Hastings, Janis <Hastings.Janis@epa.gov>; Hill, Barbara
 <Hill.Barbara@epa.gov>; Kunz, Beth <kunz.beth@epa.gov>; Hales, Bob <Hales.Bob@epa.gov>;
 Perkins, Brandon <Perkins.Brandon@epa.gov>; Brian Ramey <Ramey.Brian@epamail.epa.gov>;
 Ouk, Chantha <Ouk.Chantha@epa.gov>; Becker, Dale <Becker.Dale@epa.gov>; Burgess, Deborah
 <Burgess.Deborah@epa.gov>; Deborah Johnston <Johnston.Deborah@epamail.epa.gov>; Ripley,
 Denise <Ripley.Denise@epa.gov>; Pendleton, Elizabeth <Pendleton.Elizabeth@epa.gov>; Akiyama,
 Gail <Akiyama.Gail@epa.gov>; Gary Sink <Sink.Gary@epamail.epa.gov>; Manulat-Englis, Irma
 <Manulat-Englis.Irma@epa.gov>; Kramer, Jackie <Kramer.Jackie@epa.gov>; Schneider, Jana
 <Schneider.Jana@epa.gov>; Janet Wien <Wien.Janet@epamail.epa.gov>; Jennings, Jannine
 <Jennings.Jannine@epa.gov>; Morales, Javier <Morales.Javier@epa.gov>; Johnson, Jennifer S.
 <Johnson.JenniferS@epa.gov>; Labaw, Joanne <labaw.joanne@epa.gov>; Moore, Joanne
 <Moore.Joanne@epa.gov>; Jonathan Maas <Maas.Jonathan@epamail.epa.gov>; Hardin, Karen
 <Hardin.Karen@epa.gov>; Marcy, Ken <Marcy.Ken@epa.gov>; Laura Caparroso
 <Caparroso.Laura@epamail.epa.gov>; Cohen, Lori <Cohen.Lori@epa.gov>; Kershner, Lynne
 <Kershner.Lynne@epa.gov>; Goolie, Mary <Goolie.Mary@epa.gov>; Lindeman, Monica
 <Lindeman.Monica@epa.gov>; Tonel, Monica <Tonel.Monica@epa.gov>; Jamison, Myrna
 <Jamison.Myrna@epa.gov>; Knowles, Nicholas <knowles.nicholas@epa.gov>; Andy Smith
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 <Smith.Andy@epamail.epa.gov>; Heister, Dan <Heister.Dan@epa.gov>; Rees, David
 <Rees.David@epa.gov>; Diane Dettling <Dettling.Diane@epamail.epa.gov>; Liverman, Earl
 <Liverman.Earl@epa.gov>; Weigel, Greg <Weigel.Greg@epa.gov>; Fowlow, Jeffrey
 <Fowlow.Jeffrey@epa.gov>; Rodin, Jeffry <Rodin.Jeffry@epa.gov>; Clark, Josie
 <Clark.Josie@epa.gov>; Parker, Kathy <Parker.Kathy@epa.gov>; Carr, Matt
 <Carr.Matthew@epa.gov>; Boykin, Michael <Boykin.Michael@epa.gov>; Sibley, Michael
 <Sibley.Michael@epa.gov>; Franklin, Richard <Franklin.Richard@epa.gov>; Whittier, Robert
 <Whittier.Robert@epa.gov>; Zavala, Angie <zavala.angie@epa.gov>; Lambert, Aaron
 <lambert.aaron@epa.gov>; Hiltner, Allison <Hiltner.Allison@epa.gov>; McCauley, Anne
 <Mccauley.Anne@epa.gov>; Adams, Bill <Adams.Bill@epa.gov>; Fisher, Carla
 <Fisher.Carla@epa.gov>; Chip Humphrey <Humphrey.Chip@epamail.epa.gov>; Christy Brown
 <Brown.Christy@epamail.epa.gov>; Cora, Christopher <Cora.Christopher@epa.gov>; Guzzetti,
 Christopher <Guzzetti.Christopher@epa.gov>; Hong, Claire <Hong.Claire@epa.gov>; Cameron, Craig
 <Cameron.Craig@epa.gov>; Tomten, Dave <Tomten.Dave@epa.gov>; Einan, Dave
 <Einan.David@epa.gov>; Deb Yamamoto <Yamamoto.Deb@epamail.epa.gov>; Denise Baker
 <Baker.Denise@epamail.epa.gov>; Moreen, Ed <Moreen.Ed@epa.gov>; Hale, Elly
 <Hale.Elly@epa.gov>; Laija, Emerald <Laija.Emerald@epa.gov>; Fran Allans
 <Allans.Fran@epamail.epa.gov>; Craig, Harry <Craig.Harry@epa.gov>; Bottcher, Helen
 <Bottcher.Helen@epa.gov>; Arrigoni, Holly <Arrigoni.Holly@epa.gov>; Howard Orlean
 <Orlean.Howard@epamail.epa.gov>; Palumbo, Janice <Palumbo.Jan@epa.gov>; Wallace, Joe
 <Wallace.Joe@epa.gov>; Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Keeley, Karen
 <Keeley.Karen@epa.gov>; Rochlin, Kevin <rochlin.kevin@epa.gov>; Prestbo, Kim
 <Prestbo.Kim@epa.gov>; Lynch, Kira <lynch.kira@epa.gov>; Koch, Kristine
 <Koch.Kristine@epa.gov>; Larry Gadbois <Gadbois.Larry@epamail.epa.gov>; Buelow, Laura
 <Buelow.Laura@epa.gov>; Castrilli, Laura <Castrilli.Laura@epa.gov>; Meyer, Linda
 <Meyer.Linda@epa.gov>; Lynda Priddy <Priddy.Lynda@epamail.epa.gov>; Ader, Mark
 <Ader.Mark@epa.gov>; Wilkening, Matt <Wilkening.Matt@epa.gov>; Nancy Harney
 <Harney.Nancy@epamail.epa.gov>; Peterson, Piper <Peterson.Piper@epa.gov>; Sanga, Ravi
 <Sanga.Ravi@epa.gov>; Chu Rebecca <Chu.Rebecca@epa.gov>; Richard Muza
 <Muza.Richard@epamail.epa.gov>; Hedeen, Roberta <Hedeen.Roberta@epa.gov>; Lobos, Rod
 <Lobos.Rod@epa.gov>; Halstead, Sandra <Halstead.Sandra@epa.gov>; Sheldrake, Sean
 <sheldrake.sean@epa.gov>; Langton, Tamara <langton.tamara@epa.gov>; Chellis, Tracy
 <Chellis.Tracy@epa.gov>; Ryan, William (Region 10) <Ryan.William@epa.gov>; Solis, Ricardo
 <solis.ricardo@epa.gov>; Tan, Robert <Tan.Robert@epa.gov>; Smith, Sharon
 <smith.sharon@epa.gov>; Vilpas, Sirkku <Vilpas.Sirkku@epa.gov>; Haas, Susan
 <Haas.Susan@epa.gov>; Morales, Susan <Morales.Susan@epa.gov>; Powers, Suzanne
 <Powers.Suzanne@epa.gov>; Sylvia Kawabata <Kawabata.Sylvia@epamail.epa.gov>; Griffith, Terri
 <Griffith.Terri@epa.gov>; Adams, Wendy <Adams.Wendy@epa.gov>; Christopher, Anne
 <Christopher.Anne@epa.gov>; Robinson, Deborah <Robinson.Deborah@epa.gov>; Kelly, Kate
 <kelly.kate@epa.gov>; Murchie, Peter <Murchie.Peter@epa.gov>
Subject: ECL's Weekly for 01/07/2016
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Subject: Weekly Report for the week of  01/07/2016 for ECL 







To: R10-ORA@epa.gov
CC: R10 ECI ECL Editors; Anthony Barber/R10/USEPA/US; Dean


 Ingemansen/R10/USEPA/US; Allyn Stern/R10/USEPA/US; Lisa
 Castanon/R10/USEPA/US; Dianne Soderlund/R10/USEPA/US; Joyce
 Kelly/R10/USEPA/US; James Werntz/R10/USEPA/US; Sheila
 Fleming/R10/USEPA/US; Mike Cox/R10/USEPA/US; Lucy
 Edmondson/R10USEPA/US; Jeff Philip/R10/USEPA/US; Janis
 Hastings/R10/USEPA/US; R10-ECL Mail Group; Kate Kelly/R10/USEPA/US;
 Peter Murchie/R10/USEPA/US@EPA


 


 
This Week: 


 
  
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
  


  
 
 
 
Eastern Michaud Flats/FMC (Pocatello, ID):  In mid-December, EPA received the long awaited response
 from FMC regarding the disposition of pyrophoric elemental phosphorus stockpiled on site following
 grading activities. FMC has stated that it is too dangerous and costly to dispose of the material off site
 and they would like to place it under the planned evapotranspiration caps which will be constructed this
 year. The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes provided input on this position on December 30th and they are
 opposed to such an action and want the material containerized and treated or disposed of off-site. EPA is
 currently reviewing this information. EPA expects to receive the final Independent Review of Soil
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 Excavation and Treatment Technologies from Argonne National Lab along with a formal response to EPA
 and Shoshone-Bannock Tribes in the next 2 weeks.
 
Upcoming:   
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: FMC Air Monitoring Data Weekly Reports #40
Date: Thursday, January 07, 2016 4:13:32 PM
Attachments: 2015-10-07 FMC OU Weekly TSP Report 40 (09.28.2015 - 10.03.2015).pdf


From: Rob Hartman [mailto:Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 07, 2015 9:31 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Cliff Merrill <CliffM@coopercm.com>; 'Ed Greutert' <greutert_ed@bah.com>; Doug Tanner
 <Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov>; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Kelly Wright
 (kwright@sbtribes.com) <kwright@sbtribes.com>; susanh@ida.net; Marguerite Carpenter
 <MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com>
Subject: FMC Air Monitoring Data Weekly Reports #40
 
Jonathan:
 
Attached is weekly TSP air monitoring report #40 for 9/28 to 10/03/15. Please contact Marjo
 Carpenter or me if you have questions on this information. Thanks, Rob
 
Rob J. Hartman
MWH Americas, Inc.
Direct: (801) 617-3256
Fax: (801) 617-4200
Cell: (208) 241-8216
Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com
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FMC OU WEEKLY TSP REPORT 40



September 28 – October 3, 2015











TSP Monitoring Locations from September 28 – October 3, 2015



Monitor ID Location Description Start Date End Date



ES-1 (fixed) FMC North Boundary 09/28/2015 10/03/2015



ES-2 (fixed) FMC Southwest Boundary 09/28/2015 10/03/2015



ES-3 (fixed) FMC / Simplot Fenceline 09/28/2015 10/03/2015



ES-4 N Side of RA-C, on N Side of Haul
Road



09/28/2015 10/03/2015



ES-5 Western Borrow Area NE of Work
Zone



09/28/2015 10/03/2015



ES-6 NE Side of Crusher Pad and Stacker
Area RA-F North



09/28/2015 10/03/2015



ES-7 NOT USED NOT USED NOT USED



ES-8 Western Borrow Area SE Side of
Work Area Along Fenceline



09/28/2015 10/03/2015











HOURLY FMC OU DATA VALUES



September 28 – October 3, 2015



MISSING DATA CODES:



ND = No data reported











WD



DATE AND TIME WS WD Sigma TEMP RH SOLAR PCP



(MST) ES-1 ES-2 ES-3 ES-4 ES-5 ES-6 ES-7 ES-8 mph deg deg °F % w/m
2



inches



9/28/2015 6:00 3 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 2.9 214 13 54.3 65.1 0 0.00



9/28/2015 7:00 16 3 9 14 10 9 ND 7 1.9 307 71 53.2 67.0 14 0.00



9/28/2015 8:00 14 17 19 19 18 19 ND 24 1.9 80 75 53.3 69.5 170 0.00



9/28/2015 9:00 20 19 32 22 34 29 ND 17 2.7 266 86 59.3 57.7 347 0.00



9/28/2015 10:00 12 12 12 11 23 16 ND 8 6.3 255 9 64.5 46.7 513 0.00



9/28/2015 11:00 14 18 15 16 28 17 ND 14 6.9 256 12 67.2 41.7 634 0.00



9/28/2015 12:00 23 22 21 22 20 26 ND 16 6.2 261 11 70.8 36.1 709 0.00



9/28/2015 13:00 16 15 16 16 40 20 ND 7 5.5 267 23 74.1 30.8 730 0.00



9/28/2015 14:00 16 13 15 15 29 17 ND 12 5.3 263 22 77.0 23.4 691 0.00



9/28/2015 15:00 11 10 10 11 18 17 ND 10 4.6 309 37 79.4 20.4 534 0.00



9/28/2015 16:00 7 9 8 7 17 10 ND 17 5.3 279 25 80.4 17.7 450 0.00



9/28/2015 17:00 10 16 9 10 11 15 ND 26 4.4 275 24 80.4 17.8 280 0.00



9/28/2015 18:00 2 2 ND 7 8 19 ND ND 2.0 312 18 78.3 22.8 100 0.00



9/29/2015 6:00 5 ND 3 4 7 8 ND 8 1.2 266 63 49.6 69.4 0 0.00



9/29/2015 7:00 22 7 20 12 22 15 ND 7 1.8 249 39 48.0 72.3 15 0.00



9/29/2015 8:00 101 17 42 51 45 34 ND 15 1.0 8 44 52.7 63.6 156 0.00



9/29/2015 9:00 135 24 36 85 27 77 ND 23 1.8 338 70 58.8 54.5 336 0.00



9/29/2015 10:00 38 18 34 36 30 43 ND 24 3.0 323 45 62.2 48.1 499 0.00



9/29/2015 11:00 20 26 21 25 20 26 ND 27 3.6 289 47 66.8 39.6 626 0.00



9/29/2015 12:00 24 30 24 25 30 28 ND 28 3.9 321 45 71.4 31.2 703 0.00



9/29/2015 13:00 14 19 18 14 17 19 ND 6 3.4 303 55 75.9 26.2 722 0.00



9/29/2015 14:00 11 12 13 10 20 13 ND 3 3.3 7 60 79.7 23.1 683 0.00



9/29/2015 15:00 9 11 14 11 11 9 ND 6 3.8 346 57 81.5 20.5 590 0.00



9/29/2015 16:00 7 14 1 ND 12 ND ND 9 4.3 283 33 82.1 18.1 450 0.00



9/30/2015 6:00 12 ND ND ND 31 ND ND 2 2.0 234 21 50.6 64.1 0 0.00



9/30/2015 7:00 9 38 29 18 28 16 ND 43 2.0 252 24 48.7 69.2 6 0.00



9/30/2015 8:00 24 31 20 24 40 30 ND 32 2.4 242 19 51.1 65.8 179 0.00



9/30/2015 9:00 27 24 34 27 34 32 ND 27 2.2 326 57 57.0 57.6 324 0.00



9/30/2015 10:00 42 33 61 40 36 54 ND 34 3.2 358 48 63.5 48.0 484 0.00



9/30/2015 11:00 25 22 33 23 25 32 ND 60 3.0 337 52 70.8 36.7 662 0.00



9/30/2015 12:00 16 18 22 17 21 22 ND 21 4.6 44 38 76.7 29.1 721 0.00



9/30/2015 13:00 15 13 18 13 15 20 ND 7 4.1 9 38 80.2 24.7 519 0.00



9/30/2015 14:00 14 13 11 11 15 12 ND 12 3.6 357 39 82.3 21.6 509 0.00



9/30/2015 15:00 11 11 11 10 16 11 ND 35 3.8 327 56 84.1 21.5 343 0.00



E-SAMPLER HOURLY AVERAGE TSP VALUES (µg/m
3
)



HOURLY METEOROLOGICAL DATA VALUES











WD



DATE AND TIME WS WD Sigma TEMP RH SOLAR PCP



(MST) ES-1 ES-2 ES-3 ES-4 ES-5 ES-6 ES-7 ES-8 mph deg deg °F % w/m
2



inches



E-SAMPLER HOURLY AVERAGE TSP VALUES (µg/m
3
)



HOURLY METEOROLOGICAL DATA VALUES



9/30/2015 16:00 8 4 7 9 23 13 ND 28 2.5 281 65 84.7 20.8 270 0.00



10/1/2015 6:00 2 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 4.5 247 38 59.4 57.7 0 0.00



10/1/2015 7:00 13 5 5 6 11 8 ND 5 5.6 239 5 58.3 59.3 11 0.00



10/1/2015 8:00 9 12 6 10 28 14 ND 15 5.8 235 10 59.1 58.7 46 0.00



10/1/2015 9:00 9 13 5 8 17 13 ND 24 6.1 232 9 61.0 56.1 104 0.00



10/1/2015 10:00 12 13 8 10 16 13 ND 33 6.8 243 11 62.7 55.2 267 0.00



10/1/2015 11:00 14 11 9 11 15 14 ND 29 7.2 244 9 65.1 52.1 425 0.00



10/1/2015 12:00 12 10 7 10 15 10 ND 11 7.2 236 17 68.4 44.6 490 0.00



10/1/2015 13:00 15 12 11 15 15 17 ND 20 5.0 251 22 70.3 43.8 462 0.00



10/1/2015 14:00 15 12 14 15 27 19 ND 12 4.4 281 47 73.9 37.4 586 0.00



10/1/2015 15:00 14 11 14 12 16 14 ND 14 3.2 321 44 76.3 34.6 394 0.00



10/1/2015 16:00 22 15 20 19 20 23 ND 12 4.0 36 52 79.1 32.2 416 0.00



10/1/2015 17:00 14 2 8 11 12 15 ND ND 4.5 15 26 78.9 32.6 253 0.00



10/2/2015 6:00 ND ND 1 4 3 7 ND 3 4.2 231 12 54.7 95.6 0 0.00



10/2/2015 7:00 4 3 4 5 5 5 ND 3 5.1 233 6 54.5 95.7 1 0.00



10/2/2015 8:00 6 4 5 5 6 5 ND 5 4.9 237 5 54.0 96.5 7 0.00



10/2/2015 9:00 6 5 5 6 9 9 ND 8 5.1 232 9 53.9 96.9 32 0.00



10/2/2015 10:00 7 4 5 7 10 9 ND 4 5.0 231 9 55.1 92.8 160 0.00



10/2/2015 11:00 7 5 6 9 7 8 ND 9 4.2 250 14 56.1 88.0 93 0.00



10/2/2015 12:00 6 5 5 5 6 6 ND 7 4.8 256 8 56.6 86.1 99 0.00



10/2/2015 13:00 6 5 5 6 6 6 ND 11 4.5 262 11 56.8 86.5 98 0.00



10/2/2015 14:00 4 2 3 3 3 4 ND 15 6.1 254 9 57.0 84.5 137 0.00



10/2/2015 15:00 4 3 4 4 5 5 ND 14 6.5 238 8 57.3 85.3 91 0.00



10/2/2015 16:00 ND 4 ND 6 8 8 ND 5 8.1 238 11 55.3 96.1 27 0.17



10/3/2015 6:00 5 ND ND 6 ND 1 ND ND 6.4 208 16 48.4 91.2 0 0.00



10/3/2015 7:00 32 19 29 27 27 33 ND 22 8.9 197 3 48.7 79.7 13 0.00



10/3/2015 8:00 28 25 25 27 31 54 ND 22 8.6 205 9 51.9 71.6 184 0.00



10/3/2015 9:00 26 26 23 22 29 35 ND 23 9.4 216 9 54.9 62.2 364 0.00



10/3/2015 10:00 23 23 21 20 23 24 ND 27 8.9 233 9 56.0 59.8 436 0.00



10/3/2015 11:00 24 24 22 21 23 25 ND 34 9.1 244 6 57.5 56.8 551 0.00



10/3/2015 12:00 26 25 23 24 26 30 ND 26 8.4 246 10 59.2 54.3 628 0.00



10/3/2015 13:00 28 28 27 28 30 33 ND 21 4.3 279 46 61.8 54.5 668 0.00



10/3/2015 14:00 27 23 26 26 25 30 ND 10 2.9 310 63 64.4 52.4 587 0.00











WD



DATE AND TIME WS WD Sigma TEMP RH SOLAR PCP



(MST) ES-1 ES-2 ES-3 ES-4 ES-5 ES-6 ES-7 ES-8 mph deg deg °F % w/m
2



inches



E-SAMPLER HOURLY AVERAGE TSP VALUES (µg/m
3
)



HOURLY METEOROLOGICAL DATA VALUES



10/3/2015 15:00 23 24 26 23 26 27 ND 31 7.9 1 26 63.2 55.3 325 0.00



10/3/2015 16:00 10 11 11 10 19 16 ND 26 14.3 8 4 60.6 59.1 239 0.00



10/3/2015 17:00 ND ND ND ND ND 7 ND ND 12.3 18 10 59.4 61.6 117 0.00



10/3/2015 18:00 ND ND ND ND ND 6 ND ND 11.7 39 8 58.4 65.1 49 0.00











5-MINUTE FMC OU DATA VALUES



September 28 – October 3, 2015



MISSING DATA CODES:



ND = No data reported











FMC OU 5-MINUTE MONITORING DATA



WD DAY



DATE AND TIME WS WD Sigma TEMP RH SOLAR PCP



(MST) ES-1 ES-2 ES-3 ES-4 ES-5 ES-6 ES-7 ES-8 mph deg deg °F % w/m2
inches



9/28/2015 5:50 2 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 4.7 206 3 54.6 63.7 0 0.00



9/28/2015 5:55 12 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 4.5 207 5 54.6 63.6 0 0.00



9/28/2015 6:00 22 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 5.1 201 3 54.7 63.6 0 0.00



9/28/2015 6:05 23 ND ND ND ND ND ND 3 4.4 205 4 54.7 63.7 0 0.00



9/28/2015 6:10 25 6 ND ND 14 10 ND 7 4.4 200 4 54.6 64.1 0 0.00



9/28/2015 6:15 18 4 ND ND 1 1 ND 11 0.9 220 26 54.7 63.7 1 0.00



9/28/2015 6:20 10 4 2 ND 5 6 ND 12 1.4 22 6 53.9 65.1 1 0.00



9/28/2015 6:25 15 3 6 1 8 12 ND 13 2.6 353 28 52.7 69.7 2 0.00



9/28/2015 6:30 13 3 7 6 8 8 ND 10 1.4 302 7 52.1 69.7 3 0.00



9/28/2015 6:35 10 2 6 8 7 8 ND 4 3.0 308 9 51.8 69.6 4 0.00



9/28/2015 6:40 15 2 4 7 9 9 ND 6 3.3 286 17 52.3 67.7 6 0.00



9/28/2015 6:45 17 2 5 9 12 10 ND 5 0.0 344 0 52.4 67.6 8 0.00



9/28/2015 6:50 12 2 30 9 15 10 ND 4 0.3 97 8 52.2 69.0 27 0.00



9/28/2015 6:55 14 3 22 54 17 10 ND 5 0.2 15 15 52.7 67.9 51 0.00



9/28/2015 7:00 16 2 16 27 16 13 ND 10 0.9 15 15 53.5 66.3 69 0.00



9/28/2015 7:05 18 3 17 11 17 25 ND 29 4.5 344 3 53.4 66.5 70 0.00



9/28/2015 7:10 16 3 26 13 27 23 ND 48 3.8 350 2 51.4 72.5 103 0.00



9/28/2015 7:15 13 5 29 10 17 19 ND 23 2.4 353 0 50.6 75.4 121 0.00



9/28/2015 7:20 12 20 28 9 16 15 ND 16 1.1 10 13 50.9 75.3 137 0.00



9/28/2015 7:25 11 20 21 11 16 16 ND 20 0.0 0 0 51.8 73.8 150 0.00



9/28/2015 7:30 13 21 15 22 16 15 ND 45 0.1 81 42 52.9 71.1 163 0.00



9/28/2015 7:35 16 22 15 22 21 19 ND 28 1.0 160 8 53.7 69.8 178 0.00



9/28/2015 7:40 15 25 14 33 17 20 ND 22 2.6 159 3 53.6 70.0 192 0.00



9/28/2015 7:45 15 27 14 28 18 17 ND 20 1.7 158 11 53.9 69.0 207 0.00



9/28/2015 7:50 15 25 16 30 15 19 ND 15 1.9 142 10 54.8 66.0 221 0.00



9/28/2015 7:55 15 21 19 23 14 22 ND 13 1.3 89 26 55.9 63.5 236 0.00



9/28/2015 8:00 16 19 20 15 19 17 ND 15 2.3 63 11 56.4 61.9 251 0.00



9/28/2015 8:05 17 15 25 14 31 20 ND 14 2.6 70 4 56.7 61.9 265 0.00



9/28/2015 8:10 16 16 33 22 40 25 ND 11 2.8 74 11 57.1 61.9 280 0.00



9/28/2015 8:15 26 20 42 41 37 36 ND 14 3.7 39 0 57.6 61.1 294 0.00



9/28/2015 8:20 30 23 50 30 43 40 ND 18 1.2 53 24 57.7 61.5 313 0.00



9/28/2015 8:25 19 15 38 20 38 31 ND 21 1.6 320 17 58.6 59.0 327 0.00



9/28/2015 8:30 20 17 38 19 26 26 ND 18 0.6 254 33 59.4 57.5 343 0.00



9/28/2015 8:35 20 20 37 19 50 20 ND 18 0.4 229 19 60.5 55.5 358 0.00



9/28/2015 8:40 20 18 33 21 41 33 ND 18 1.9 241 0 60.9 55.0 371 0.00



9/28/2015 8:45 22 20 30 22 19 38 ND 20 2.9 233 0 60.4 55.9 387 0.00



9/28/2015 8:50 21 21 29 21 22 31 ND 17 4.2 240 0 60.6 54.8 402 0.00



9/28/2015 8:55 16 24 25 18 23 24 ND 19 4.8 252 5 61.1 53.5 416 0.00



9/28/2015 9:00 15 24 16 19 ND 23 ND 18 5.2 251 11 61.3 53.5 430 0.00



E-SAMPLER 5-MINUTE AVERAGE TSP VALUES (µg/m3)



5-MINUTE METEOROLOGICAL DATA VALUES











FMC OU 5-MINUTE MONITORING DATA



WD DAY



DATE AND TIME WS WD Sigma TEMP RH SOLAR PCP



(MST) ES-1 ES-2 ES-3 ES-4 ES-5 ES-6 ES-7 ES-8 mph deg deg °F % w/m2
inches



E-SAMPLER 5-MINUTE AVERAGE TSP VALUES (µg/m3)



5-MINUTE METEOROLOGICAL DATA VALUES



9/28/2015 9:05 17 17 22 18 ND 23 ND 16 5.0 262 10 61.8 53.5 443 0.00



9/28/2015 9:10 18 13 33 11 23 18 ND 14 5.8 254 4 62.6 51.8 456 0.00



9/28/2015 9:15 16 12 22 10 2 14 ND 14 5.3 249 8 63.0 51.2 469 0.00



9/28/2015 9:20 13 11 9 10 60 16 ND 11 5.0 262 7 63.6 49.5 481 0.00



9/28/2015 9:25 11 9 7 12 25 18 ND 10 6.2 250 7 64.2 47.6 494 0.00



9/28/2015 9:30 11 9 6 9 20 11 ND 8 6.2 251 6 64.5 45.1 507 0.00



9/28/2015 9:35 9 12 6 10 31 31 ND 5 6.9 267 6 65.0 43.4 519 0.00



9/28/2015 9:40 9 10 6 8 19 18 ND 7 6.1 259 7 65.6 44.1 532 0.00



9/28/2015 9:45 10 11 6 9 10 12 ND 5 6.8 252 8 65.8 44.0 544 0.00



9/28/2015 9:50 9 14 6 11 12 11 ND 3 7.3 249 11 65.6 43.6 555 0.00



9/28/2015 9:55 9 13 6 15 21 10 ND 4 7.3 254 3 65.9 43.8 566 0.00



9/28/2015 10:00 10 15 7 13 32 15 ND 2 7.8 255 3 66.1 43.2 576 0.00



9/28/2015 10:05 11 12 9 12 29 22 ND 3 9.0 244 6 66.0 42.8 587 0.00



9/28/2015 10:10 11 12 11 11 24 8 ND 9 8.2 260 10 66.0 43.3 598 0.00



9/28/2015 10:15 11 13 12 11 33 11 ND 14 7.4 255 8 66.3 42.6 605 0.00



9/28/2015 10:20 13 16 14 12 32 14 ND 14 7.1 254 14 66.3 42.6 614 0.00



9/28/2015 10:25 14 15 14 14 26 14 ND 12 7.8 255 10 66.5 41.8 623 0.00



9/28/2015 10:30 13 19 15 13 24 17 ND 13 6.8 246 8 67.0 41.3 632 0.00



9/28/2015 10:35 14 17 15 13 34 18 ND 15 5.9 254 7 67.4 41.6 639 0.00



9/28/2015 10:40 17 23 15 23 27 19 ND 21 7.7 259 7 67.5 42.2 647 0.00



9/28/2015 10:45 17 21 21 19 29 22 ND 18 6.1 246 0 67.8 41.0 654 0.00



9/28/2015 10:50 16 17 19 17 21 19 ND 14 6.2 261 16 68.1 41.6 663 0.00



9/28/2015 10:55 17 22 19 19 25 20 ND 23 5.1 273 8 68.8 40.3 669 0.00



9/28/2015 11:00 18 26 19 24 28 25 ND 18 5.7 264 10 68.9 39.9 676 0.00



9/28/2015 11:05 25 25 21 23 34 28 ND 21 5.3 267 8 69.1 39.5 683 0.00



9/28/2015 11:10 30 28 19 24 33 30 ND 20 6.4 262 6 69.6 37.7 691 0.00



9/28/2015 11:15 25 23 27 35 ND 31 ND 22 5.5 266 9 70.0 37.4 697 0.00



9/28/2015 11:20 27 24 29 29 ND 30 ND 20 7.0 261 14 70.3 36.8 701 0.00



9/28/2015 11:25 27 26 28 24 ND 29 ND 34 6.5 262 5 70.4 36.5 704 0.00



9/28/2015 11:30 24 25 20 25 ND 34 ND 20 5.6 269 10 70.9 36.6 709 0.00



9/28/2015 11:35 25 22 23 23 ND 28 ND 15 7.2 257 11 70.9 36.3 711 0.00



9/28/2015 11:40 23 19 23 21 ND 23 ND 12 6.8 260 6 70.9 35.8 717 0.00



9/28/2015 11:45 20 16 18 19 ND 20 ND 9 5.8 262 18 71.1 35.4 718 0.00



9/28/2015 11:50 19 16 18 17 ND 21 ND 6 5.7 264 7 71.7 34.4 722 0.00



9/28/2015 11:55 17 16 17 14 ND 26 ND 6 6.5 245 6 72.2 33.9 725 0.00



9/28/2015 12:00 15 17 15 14 0 17 ND 6 6.3 260 7 72.1 33.2 728 0.00



9/28/2015 12:05 15 15 14 15 7 15 ND 3 6.2 256 16 72.4 31.8 734 0.00



9/28/2015 12:10 11 14 29 13 16 10 ND 5 5.0 266 5 72.7 33.8 737 0.00



9/28/2015 12:15 12 12 17 17 15 25 ND 8 5.8 280 4 72.9 32.2 743 0.00











FMC OU 5-MINUTE MONITORING DATA



WD DAY



DATE AND TIME WS WD Sigma TEMP RH SOLAR PCP



(MST) ES-1 ES-2 ES-3 ES-4 ES-5 ES-6 ES-7 ES-8 mph deg deg °F % w/m2
inches



E-SAMPLER 5-MINUTE AVERAGE TSP VALUES (µg/m3)



5-MINUTE METEOROLOGICAL DATA VALUES



9/28/2015 12:20 16 14 15 17 110 13 ND 6 5.7 280 12 73.0 33.6 737 0.00



9/28/2015 12:25 17 17 16 17 58 17 ND 8 4.5 296 14 73.3 33.9 733 0.00



9/28/2015 12:30 16 16 15 13 27 19 ND 11 4.8 257 26 74.1 31.6 729 0.00



9/28/2015 12:35 17 16 15 14 15 16 ND 8 5.6 270 14 74.5 29.9 730 0.00



9/28/2015 12:40 15 17 14 12 40 13 ND 6 6.4 259 28 74.5 31.1 726 0.00



9/28/2015 12:45 15 15 14 13 40 69 ND 7 4.4 260 41 74.8 28.8 725 0.00



9/28/2015 12:50 17 16 15 14 21 22 ND 10 5.6 268 21 75.4 28.3 723 0.00



9/28/2015 12:55 20 17 14 23 97 19 ND 6 5.6 272 10 76.0 27.6 720 0.00



9/28/2015 13:00 17 13 15 23 30 15 ND 8 6.6 244 9 75.8 26.9 717 0.00



9/28/2015 13:05 13 17 15 17 21 17 ND 8 6.6 270 9 75.5 26.7 712 0.00



9/28/2015 13:10 14 16 14 13 45 21 ND 7 6.7 248 11 75.6 25.9 711 0.00



9/28/2015 13:15 18 13 18 18 70 18 ND 8 5.7 274 17 75.9 25.1 708 0.00



9/28/2015 13:20 18 11 15 15 23 13 ND 18 6.4 254 11 76.1 24.5 701 0.00



9/28/2015 13:25 19 13 16 16 41 17 ND 10 4.9 269 4 76.4 23.9 697 0.00



9/28/2015 13:30 18 12 15 16 15 17 ND 9 5.7 251 14 76.6 23.5 695 0.00



9/28/2015 13:35 17 14 15 14 17 15 ND 9 5.6 237 7 76.7 23.3 688 0.00



9/28/2015 13:40 18 12 15 13 14 19 ND 17 4.4 261 62 77.1 22.6 682 0.00



9/28/2015 13:45 17 11 15 15 22 15 ND 7 3.6 265 19 77.9 21.7 682 0.00



9/28/2015 13:50 14 13 14 15 35 15 ND 13 4.7 265 11 78.5 21.3 692 0.00



9/28/2015 13:55 14 12 12 12 23 13 ND 18 4.7 281 13 78.8 20.8 696 0.00



9/28/2015 14:00 13 11 13 18 20 18 ND 25 4.6 276 9 79.0 21.0 631 0.00



9/28/2015 14:05 13 8 14 13 18 14 ND 10 5.1 259 14 79.2 20.5 419 0.00



9/28/2015 14:10 11 7 8 8 33 12 ND 6 4.4 278 29 79.1 19.8 447 0.00



9/28/2015 14:15 11 9 8 11 18 12 ND 15 3.7 275 13 78.9 21.4 474 0.00



9/28/2015 14:20 11 10 9 12 22 17 ND 19 4.5 321 9 78.9 21.8 535 0.00



9/28/2015 14:25 10 15 11 10 16 13 ND 10 4.7 321 12 78.2 23.0 505 0.00



9/28/2015 14:30 11 11 10 11 13 34 ND 11 5.0 312 25 78.5 21.7 496 0.00



9/28/2015 14:35 10 12 11 13 11 15 ND 8 3.2 302 43 79.6 20.1 664 0.00



9/28/2015 14:40 10 10 10 11 10 14 ND 7 4.4 348 15 79.8 20.3 528 0.00



9/28/2015 14:45 12 10 9 13 6 19 ND 8 5.1 307 35 80.0 19.8 633 0.00



9/28/2015 14:50 12 8 11 9 4 23 ND 9 4.4 324 27 80.3 18.7 608 0.00



9/28/2015 14:55 10 9 11 11 12 8 ND 6 5.2 313 40 80.4 18.9 563 0.00



9/28/2015 15:00 9 9 11 10 55 19 ND 8 5.1 347 15 80.0 18.6 538 0.00



9/28/2015 15:05 7 11 13 8 23 8 ND 7 5.9 314 12 79.7 18.2 525 0.00



9/28/2015 15:10 5 8 9 6 15 5 ND 6 5.4 300 17 80.0 17.8 510 0.00



9/28/2015 15:15 6 7 5 7 31 7 ND 6 5.7 313 17 80.3 17.6 499 0.00



9/28/2015 15:20 5 9 6 7 16 7 ND 12 4.3 293 17 80.3 17.8 485 0.00



9/28/2015 15:25 6 8 9 6 15 8 ND 14 3.5 278 19 81.0 17.2 470 0.00



9/28/2015 15:30 7 9 7 7 45 12 ND 25 4.5 256 24 81.4 17.1 459 0.00











FMC OU 5-MINUTE MONITORING DATA



WD DAY



DATE AND TIME WS WD Sigma TEMP RH SOLAR PCP



(MST) ES-1 ES-2 ES-3 ES-4 ES-5 ES-6 ES-7 ES-8 mph deg deg °F % w/m2
inches



E-SAMPLER 5-MINUTE AVERAGE TSP VALUES (µg/m3)



5-MINUTE METEOROLOGICAL DATA VALUES



9/28/2015 15:35 7 9 8 9 10 10 ND 17 5.6 272 10 80.8 17.9 445 0.00



9/28/2015 15:40 8 7 8 8 6 10 ND 20 5.1 268 13 80.4 18.0 432 0.00



9/28/2015 15:45 8 10 8 8 6 10 ND 23 6.0 269 8 80.5 17.9 416 0.00



9/28/2015 15:50 7 10 5 9 7 15 ND 11 7.2 253 8 80.2 17.5 404 0.00



9/28/2015 15:55 7 9 7 7 19 13 ND 43 5.6 264 10 80.4 17.4 389 0.00



9/28/2015 16:00 8 7 15 7 12 12 ND 17 4.6 275 24 80.0 17.7 376 0.00



9/28/2015 16:05 9 6 10 7 16 10 ND 22 3.8 292 18 80.4 17.5 362 0.00



9/28/2015 16:10 9 9 10 7 12 10 ND 29 3.5 305 29 80.7 17.2 349 0.00



9/28/2015 16:15 11 7 9 9 8 9 ND 27 4.3 289 28 80.7 18.0 334 0.00



9/28/2015 16:20 10 7 10 13 23 9 ND 14 4.5 281 11 80.7 17.4 319 0.00



9/28/2015 16:25 8 10 6 11 14 13 ND 8 6.2 257 8 80.5 17.3 304 0.00



9/28/2015 16:30 8 9 8 9 9 9 ND 11 4.8 262 9 80.5 17.1 289 0.00



9/28/2015 16:35 9 7 8 7 11 9 ND 22 5.1 237 6 80.4 17.0 274 0.00



9/28/2015 16:40 10 14 9 9 7 9 ND 13 5.2 253 3 80.2 17.3 259 0.00



9/28/2015 16:45 8 10 11 9 10 10 ND 54 4.5 273 13 79.9 18.3 241 0.00



9/28/2015 16:50 11 8 8 8 7 67 ND 19 3.8 288 14 80.0 18.6 226 0.00



9/28/2015 16:55 14 8 6 19 8 15 ND 49 3.4 282 13 80.1 18.7 212 0.00



9/28/2015 17:00 11 100 5 11 11 13 ND 46 3.9 276 10 80.2 19.0 199 0.00



9/28/2015 17:05 6 25 ND 7 8 28 ND ND 3.4 269 3 79.9 18.8 182 0.00



9/28/2015 17:10 7 ND ND ND ND 10 ND ND 2.3 287 0 80.1 18.9 168 0.00



9/28/2015 17:15 5 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 2.5 291 4 80.1 18.6 153 0.00



9/29/2015 5:45 4 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 1.1 270 13 49.3 69.4 0 0.00



9/29/2015 5:50 14 ND ND 10 ND 8 ND ND 2.1 261 6 49.3 69.3 0 0.00



9/29/2015 5:55 18 ND 11 2 ND 1 ND 44 1.2 259 16 49.1 69.9 0 0.00



9/29/2015 6:00 19 ND 19 5 7 15 ND 6 2.3 243 9 49.0 70.5 0 0.00



9/29/2015 6:05 27 ND 25 8 3 17 ND 11 2.4 224 5 48.9 71.4 0 0.00



9/29/2015 6:10 31 6 30 7 18 15 ND 10 3.1 240 10 48.7 70.9 0 0.00



9/29/2015 6:15 18 8 18 10 113 20 ND 11 3.2 250 4 48.1 72.4 1 0.00



9/29/2015 6:20 16 17 11 12 48 23 ND 9 2.5 263 12 47.5 74.3 2 0.00



9/29/2015 6:25 18 10 10 12 13 17 ND 9 3.0 234 1 47.3 74.5 3 0.00



9/29/2015 6:30 19 7 10 15 10 12 ND 8 2.9 235 1 47.4 73.9 4 0.00



9/29/2015 6:35 19 8 14 18 9 13 ND 7 1.8 228 5 47.6 73.6 6 0.00



9/29/2015 6:40 21 8 38 11 8 10 ND 5 1.2 262 23 47.6 72.9 9 0.00



9/29/2015 6:45 23 6 24 8 9 8 ND 3 0.2 314 15 47.7 72.6 21 0.00



9/29/2015 6:50 24 6 11 10 10 11 ND 2 0.3 326 7 48.0 71.8 31 0.00



9/29/2015 6:55 24 6 24 15 8 23 ND 1 0.0 0 0 48.5 70.4 44 0.00



9/29/2015 7:00 22 6 36 14 22 14 ND 1 0.8 81 11 49.2 69.0 54 0.00



9/29/2015 7:05 24 6 34 46 18 13 ND 1 1.5 117 13 49.7 69.0 65 0.00











FMC OU 5-MINUTE MONITORING DATA



WD DAY



DATE AND TIME WS WD Sigma TEMP RH SOLAR PCP



(MST) ES-1 ES-2 ES-3 ES-4 ES-5 ES-6 ES-7 ES-8 mph deg deg °F % w/m2
inches



E-SAMPLER 5-MINUTE AVERAGE TSP VALUES (µg/m3)



5-MINUTE METEOROLOGICAL DATA VALUES



9/29/2015 7:10 24 8 50 52 45 12 ND 3 0.9 26 64 50.5 66.7 91 0.00



9/29/2015 7:15 20 7 18 60 77 14 ND 8 0.1 309 0 51.0 65.9 107 0.00



9/29/2015 7:20 24 8 16 75 74 47 ND 17 0.0 0 0 52.1 63.8 121 0.00



9/29/2015 7:25 23 9 19 125 82 33 ND 11 1.0 328 4 53.3 61.6 138 0.00



9/29/2015 7:30 22 15 18 94 65 34 ND 18 2.7 9 21 53.1 62.1 153 0.00



9/29/2015 7:35 29 22 30 44 46 46 ND 22 3.0 4 14 52.2 65.0 166 0.00



9/29/2015 7:40 104 29 96 23 41 42 ND 22 1.0 328 11 52.2 65.1 177 0.00



9/29/2015 7:45 229 27 67 18 30 27 ND 23 0.4 321 7 53.0 63.7 193 0.00



9/29/2015 7:50 276 25 57 19 26 34 ND 23 0.1 38 4 54.1 61.7 206 0.00



9/29/2015 7:55 241 27 47 27 18 54 ND 18 0.4 4 0 55.1 60.0 222 0.00



9/29/2015 8:00 182 28 39 27 16 56 ND 16 0.6 45 15 55.8 58.9 237 0.00



9/29/2015 8:05 152 26 48 35 14 57 ND 16 1.6 52 13 56.1 58.8 253 0.00



9/29/2015 8:10 378 22 58 56 15 85 ND 16 1.6 20 6 56.3 59.7 269 0.00



9/29/2015 8:15 438 17 72 114 15 161 ND 15 2.0 12 59 57.0 57.2 285 0.00



9/29/2015 8:20 83 24 57 144 15 117 ND 16 2.1 345 69 57.7 55.6 300 0.00



9/29/2015 8:25 56 32 39 127 19 57 ND 14 3.0 355 7 58.1 56.0 313 0.00



9/29/2015 8:30 123 37 26 102 25 41 ND 21 1.9 352 11 58.1 55.7 329 0.00



9/29/2015 8:35 149 24 22 99 27 54 ND 26 1.9 11 65 59.1 53.8 344 0.00



9/29/2015 8:40 44 22 25 82 39 81 ND 33 2.1 316 27 59.7 52.1 358 0.00



9/29/2015 8:45 32 20 26 65 46 85 ND 35 1.0 323 49 60.1 51.3 373 0.00



9/29/2015 8:50 24 22 26 61 38 72 ND 30 1.2 211 31 60.8 50.8 389 0.00



9/29/2015 8:55 39 22 21 66 33 62 ND 31 1.9 291 22 61.1 51.6 401 0.00



9/29/2015 9:00 61 19 25 61 39 48 ND 24 1.8 207 32 61.3 51.6 414 0.00



9/29/2015 9:05 62 17 26 54 60 44 ND 22 2.2 263 19 61.4 51.7 427 0.00



9/29/2015 9:10 58 22 38 49 26 49 ND 22 1.6 301 13 61.5 51.3 441 0.00



9/29/2015 9:15 56 22 33 46 28 48 ND 31 3.2 334 30 61.6 50.4 452 0.00



9/29/2015 9:20 48 22 38 44 30 59 ND 31 2.9 292 28 61.7 49.6 468 0.00



9/29/2015 9:25 37 20 41 41 35 50 ND 28 3.6 298 14 61.6 48.5 482 0.00



9/29/2015 9:30 32 18 41 36 31 49 ND 26 3.1 331 29 61.8 48.1 496 0.00



9/29/2015 9:35 32 18 42 31 25 40 ND 18 3.3 31 29 62.1 47.7 507 0.00



9/29/2015 9:40 34 17 37 28 25 33 ND 15 3.7 332 25 62.4 47.2 519 0.00



9/29/2015 9:45 29 16 31 27 27 35 ND 39 2.1 16 82 62.7 46.7 531 0.00



9/29/2015 9:50 28 16 30 25 21 32 ND 23 3.4 353 29 63.2 46.1 543 0.00



9/29/2015 9:55 24 14 29 23 25 27 ND 15 3.8 336 26 63.2 45.3 554 0.00



9/29/2015 10:00 18 19 29 20 25 52 ND 17 3.7 324 13 63.5 44.4 565 0.00



9/29/2015 10:05 16 24 26 17 22 23 ND 23 4.4 321 32 64.0 43.0 576 0.00



9/29/2015 10:10 19 25 23 17 21 23 ND 19 3.7 273 40 64.8 42.6 586 0.00



9/29/2015 10:15 20 29 20 20 21 25 ND 107 3.9 298 23 65.6 42.0 596 0.00



9/29/2015 10:20 17 29 18 23 19 31 ND 30 2.7 348 34 65.6 42.3 605 0.00











FMC OU 5-MINUTE MONITORING DATA



WD DAY



DATE AND TIME WS WD Sigma TEMP RH SOLAR PCP



(MST) ES-1 ES-2 ES-3 ES-4 ES-5 ES-6 ES-7 ES-8 mph deg deg °F % w/m2
inches



E-SAMPLER 5-MINUTE AVERAGE TSP VALUES (µg/m3)



5-MINUTE METEOROLOGICAL DATA VALUES



9/29/2015 10:25 19 29 21 26 18 30 ND 18 3.8 291 47 66.0 41.1 615 0.00



9/29/2015 10:30 23 31 24 22 24 24 ND 21 2.8 290 30 66.8 39.8 623 0.00



9/29/2015 10:35 23 25 21 19 20 21 ND 24 4.0 296 34 67.3 40.5 631 0.00



9/29/2015 10:40 17 25 18 24 16 26 ND 21 4.6 335 22 66.8 40.5 638 0.00



9/29/2015 10:45 17 20 20 49 17 21 ND 17 2.8 267 10 67.5 38.0 647 0.00



9/29/2015 10:50 19 24 19 31 18 25 ND 16 3.1 273 18 68.6 36.5 655 0.00



9/29/2015 10:55 21 25 19 24 20 31 ND 17 2.8 226 69 69.1 35.3 663 0.00



9/29/2015 11:00 24 25 23 29 26 31 ND 23 4.3 235 7 69.3 33.1 670 0.00



9/29/2015 11:05 27 24 25 22 31 29 ND 19 3.8 297 25 69.3 32.5 677 0.00



9/29/2015 11:10 25 42 24 29 36 28 ND 22 3.5 295 32 70.0 31.7 682 0.00



9/29/2015 11:15 25 32 21 26 37 26 ND 25 3.7 302 17 70.7 31.1 691 0.00



9/29/2015 11:20 27 30 21 26 38 28 ND 100 2.4 294 54 71.5 30.4 695 0.00



9/29/2015 11:25 31 32 20 27 32 28 ND 38 3.5 270 47 71.8 29.4 700 0.00



9/29/2015 11:30 30 36 25 29 30 33 ND 24 5.3 350 19 71.1 31.5 703 0.00



9/29/2015 11:35 23 34 25 28 33 36 ND 23 4.1 359 19 71.1 32.2 707 0.00



9/29/2015 11:40 21 34 27 26 29 31 ND 20 5.4 354 16 71.3 31.8 711 0.00



9/29/2015 11:45 23 33 27 23 28 26 ND 21 4.6 334 20 71.2 32.0 714 0.00



9/29/2015 11:50 23 27 25 22 21 26 ND 18 3.7 326 37 72.0 31.4 717 0.00



9/29/2015 11:55 19 23 22 19 19 24 ND 13 3.3 352 22 72.6 30.8 719 0.00



9/29/2015 12:00 19 20 20 18 23 23 ND 10 3.0 267 62 73.6 30.0 722 0.00



9/29/2015 12:05 19 18 21 17 25 22 ND 8 3.8 316 20 73.7 29.4 724 0.00



9/29/2015 12:10 17 16 21 15 22 19 ND 9 4.0 324 43 73.9 28.5 724 0.00



9/29/2015 12:15 20 18 19 16 22 16 ND 12 5.3 300 0 74.4 28.1 724 0.00



9/29/2015 12:20 20 19 16 14 21 14 ND 11 2.8 308 21 74.8 26.7 725 0.00



9/29/2015 12:25 12 18 14 12 18 15 ND 8 3.2 289 29 75.4 26.3 725 0.00



9/29/2015 12:30 10 20 14 13 16 14 ND 4 2.2 213 69 76.4 25.8 726 0.00



9/29/2015 12:35 10 20 13 11 22 15 ND 4 4.0 313 33 76.7 25.5 725 0.00



9/29/2015 12:40 11 46 10 14 14 16 ND 4 3.4 245 39 76.8 26.0 723 0.00



9/29/2015 12:45 12 19 29 13 12 17 ND 2 3.6 324 39 76.7 25.5 721 0.00



9/29/2015 12:50 12 10 22 15 14 31 ND 2 3.8 347 17 76.7 25.3 718 0.00



9/29/2015 12:55 11 12 17 13 9 31 ND 1 2.6 4 81 77.0 24.7 716 0.00



9/29/2015 13:00 11 8 16 12 15 20 ND 2 1.8 259 42 78.6 23.0 714 0.00



9/29/2015 13:05 10 8 13 10 9 14 ND 0 2.4 81 62 79.6 22.3 711 0.00



9/29/2015 13:10 9 8 14 11 12 8 ND 3 2.5 1 74 79.3 22.7 708 0.00



9/29/2015 13:15 8 9 13 10 13 11 ND 8 3.7 71 64 79.3 22.5 703 0.00



9/29/2015 13:20 9 23 12 8 12 11 ND 6 2.7 41 39 78.8 22.9 699 0.00



9/29/2015 13:25 9 13 12 9 11 10 ND 6 2.0 301 55 79.5 23.0 692 0.00



9/29/2015 13:30 11 10 11 9 44 11 ND 4 4.8 18 20 79.3 23.9 687 0.00



9/29/2015 13:35 12 10 11 11 86 14 ND 4 2.9 313 24 79.5 23.9 681 0.00











FMC OU 5-MINUTE MONITORING DATA



WD DAY



DATE AND TIME WS WD Sigma TEMP RH SOLAR PCP



(MST) ES-1 ES-2 ES-3 ES-4 ES-5 ES-6 ES-7 ES-8 mph deg deg °F % w/m2
inches



E-SAMPLER 5-MINUTE AVERAGE TSP VALUES (µg/m3)



5-MINUTE METEOROLOGICAL DATA VALUES



9/29/2015 13:40 11 11 10 10 19 14 ND 2 2.5 327 19 80.1 23.1 678 0.00



9/29/2015 13:45 12 9 35 9 8 12 ND 1 4.9 345 45 80.3 23.7 670 0.00



9/29/2015 13:50 12 10 15 11 6 13 ND 1 4.4 337 23 79.7 23.3 664 0.00



9/29/2015 13:55 11 23 10 10 6 20 ND 1 3.3 21 25 80.1 22.8 657 0.00



9/29/2015 14:00 13 15 12 7 8 14 ND 0 3.9 54 10 80.6 22.8 648 0.00



9/29/2015 14:05 12 10 11 8 7 8 ND 1 4.0 42 15 80.9 22.1 640 0.00



9/29/2015 14:10 9 9 16 10 14 11 ND 2 4.3 12 61 80.6 22.0 633 0.00



9/29/2015 14:15 8 7 12 9 8 9 ND 5 3.3 284 49 81.2 21.4 624 0.00



9/29/2015 14:20 9 6 10 8 8 10 ND 3 3.6 3 31 81.5 20.9 615 0.00



9/29/2015 14:25 8 10 50 8 7 7 ND 5 5.2 342 22 81.0 21.0 605 0.00



9/29/2015 14:30 8 9 11 7 7 7 ND 5 2.9 76 15 80.7 21.1 596 0.00



9/29/2015 14:35 8 10 10 6 7 7 ND 6 2.4 79 65 81.8 20.7 589 0.00



9/29/2015 14:40 7 7 9 8 41 7 ND 11 3.7 308 6 82.9 19.9 577 0.00



9/29/2015 14:45 9 8 6 24 11 9 ND 7 3.7 328 22 82.5 19.6 567 0.00



9/29/2015 14:50 8 28 6 25 6 9 ND 5 4.8 310 37 82.0 19.6 553 0.00



9/29/2015 14:55 8 16 7 10 6 15 ND 7 4.2 333 30 81.3 19.2 544 0.00



9/29/2015 15:00 8 7 8 6 9 9 ND 19 3.8 320 22 81.5 18.5 531 0.00



9/29/2015 15:05 7 19 7 ND 7 ND ND 12 4.0 271 19 82.2 17.8 520 0.00



9/29/2015 15:10 7 11 3 ND 5 ND ND 8 4.5 269 20 82.4 17.5 508 0.00



9/29/2015 15:15 6 11 ND ND 22 ND ND 6 5.2 331 9 81.8 17.8 497 0.00



9/29/2015 15:20 8 25 ND ND 23 ND ND ND 5.0 297 8 82.0 18.1 483 0.00



9/29/2015 15:25 9 98 ND ND ND ND ND ND 3.9 280 5 81.8 18.8 471 0.00



9/30/2015 5:55 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 5 0.1 209 1 48.7 70.4 0 0.00



9/30/2015 6:00 ND ND ND ND 31 ND ND 1 1.2 228 11 48.8 69.5 0 0.00



9/30/2015 6:05 ND ND ND ND 9 ND ND 15 3.3 240 7 49.3 67.6 0 0.00



9/30/2015 6:10 ND 29 ND ND 28 ND ND 18 3.4 245 3 49.5 67.4 0 0.00



9/30/2015 6:15 ND 38 ND ND 54 ND ND 20 3.5 241 4 49.4 68.5 0 0.00



9/30/2015 6:20 ND 39 ND ND 42 8 ND 268 3.1 231 3 49.4 68.0 1 0.00



9/30/2015 6:25 ND 21 58 7 18 1 ND 57 1.4 245 18 49.3 68.2 2 0.00



9/30/2015 6:30 1 14 72 12 18 11 ND 18 2.1 261 19 49.1 68.2 2 0.00



9/30/2015 6:35 12 33 56 25 22 17 ND 23 2.7 263 18 48.7 68.5 3 0.00



9/30/2015 6:40 22 42 32 22 25 16 ND 15 1.5 271 8 48.4 69.6 6 0.00



9/30/2015 6:45 19 37 25 15 30 19 ND 14 1.1 284 32 48.0 70.9 8 0.00



9/30/2015 6:50 17 34 51 19 30 17 ND 17 0.8 218 6 47.7 71.7 13 0.00



9/30/2015 6:55 17 88 28 20 35 22 ND 20 0.4 276 0 47.7 70.9 17 0.00



9/30/2015 7:00 21 98 15 18 35 34 ND 25 0.3 269 6 47.7 70.9 24 0.00



9/30/2015 7:05 22 66 15 19 39 36 ND 23 0.4 211 6 47.8 72.2 40 0.00



9/30/2015 7:10 25 40 15 15 35 32 ND 18 2.2 244 7 48.4 70.5 76 0.00











FMC OU 5-MINUTE MONITORING DATA



WD DAY



DATE AND TIME WS WD Sigma TEMP RH SOLAR PCP



(MST) ES-1 ES-2 ES-3 ES-4 ES-5 ES-6 ES-7 ES-8 mph deg deg °F % w/m2
inches



E-SAMPLER 5-MINUTE AVERAGE TSP VALUES (µg/m3)



5-MINUTE METEOROLOGICAL DATA VALUES



9/30/2015 7:15 26 29 20 19 45 25 ND 24 3.4 244 1 49.0 68.5 90 0.00



9/30/2015 7:20 23 36 24 21 45 25 ND 33 3.5 238 4 49.6 67.2 124 0.00



9/30/2015 7:25 22 32 20 28 53 30 ND 37 3.1 239 4 50.0 66.7 129 0.00



9/30/2015 7:30 24 23 17 36 42 34 ND 29 2.5 249 8 50.4 66.6 159 0.00



9/30/2015 7:35 26 21 17 31 35 36 ND 26 2.6 242 13 51.0 66.0 188 0.00



9/30/2015 7:40 23 20 16 27 40 34 ND 41 1.3 283 18 52.0 64.7 235 0.00



9/30/2015 7:45 21 25 19 25 55 28 ND 55 1.5 266 24 53.0 62.7 248 0.00



9/30/2015 7:50 24 32 26 23 26 32 ND 45 1.7 240 0 54.0 61.4 274 0.00



9/30/2015 7:55 25 27 25 24 27 27 ND 26 2.9 224 3 54.2 61.3 306 0.00



9/30/2015 8:00 23 22 25 25 37 29 ND 25 2.9 233 7 54.5 60.3 314 0.00



9/30/2015 8:05 24 22 27 29 28 30 ND 35 2.9 232 6 54.8 59.3 304 0.00



9/30/2015 8:10 28 19 23 32 30 26 ND 31 1.5 244 20 55.3 58.5 232 0.00



9/30/2015 8:15 33 21 22 31 40 33 ND 25 1.6 246 18 55.9 57.3 194 0.00



9/30/2015 8:20 30 22 27 30 24 31 ND 27 1.1 339 0 56.2 57.5 311 0.00



9/30/2015 8:25 25 22 30 30 22 34 ND 29 2.3 336 10 56.7 58.7 346 0.00



9/30/2015 8:30 24 24 29 27 40 37 ND 30 1.7 335 9 57.2 57.9 324 0.00



9/30/2015 8:35 23 31 39 23 45 35 ND 23 2.3 21 20 57.7 58.2 308 0.00



9/30/2015 8:40 24 28 40 25 42 36 ND 23 3.2 348 14 57.6 59.0 310 0.00



9/30/2015 8:45 25 26 38 25 35 31 ND 26 3.4 335 8 57.4 58.8 332 0.00



9/30/2015 8:50 26 28 36 24 38 28 ND 27 2.3 319 10 57.8 57.1 372 0.00



9/30/2015 8:55 27 25 38 22 31 33 ND 25 1.8 346 31 58.6 54.9 420 0.00



9/30/2015 9:00 36 27 44 27 28 34 ND 23 2.1 48 12 59.4 53.5 455 0.00



9/30/2015 9:05 63 27 57 30 24 40 ND 20 2.6 21 30 60.1 52.6 367 0.00



9/30/2015 9:10 71 25 61 48 27 53 ND 23 3.8 355 14 60.3 52.7 434 0.00



9/30/2015 9:15 49 27 67 62 26 81 ND 27 4.1 15 15 61.1 50.8 459 0.00



9/30/2015 9:20 48 27 69 46 33 59 ND 34 3.8 42 13 61.8 49.5 392 0.00



9/30/2015 9:25 53 33 81 45 54 64 ND 41 3.3 38 17 62.7 47.7 479 0.00



9/30/2015 9:30 40 43 62 46 50 64 ND 60 3.6 17 10 63.4 47.6 430 0.00



9/30/2015 9:35 33 39 59 43 44 59 ND 44 3.9 14 9 63.8 47.1 471 0.00



9/30/2015 9:40 32 35 57 41 44 53 ND 39 2.9 325 24 64.4 46.5 533 0.00



9/30/2015 9:45 29 35 55 36 39 50 ND 39 3.3 358 13 65.0 46.6 548 0.00



9/30/2015 9:50 27 41 55 27 34 40 ND 33 2.7 336 36 65.7 45.4 554 0.00



9/30/2015 9:55 27 38 56 27 29 41 ND 22 2.0 252 54 66.3 45.0 561 0.00



9/30/2015 10:00 27 26 53 28 32 38 ND 27 3.0 275 24 67.3 43.8 568 0.00



9/30/2015 10:05 25 27 46 28 37 40 ND 36 3.2 278 19 67.6 43.4 576 0.00



9/30/2015 10:10 25 22 40 24 30 83 ND 116 2.6 297 26 68.1 41.7 594 0.00



9/30/2015 10:15 27 20 36 25 32 36 ND 269 2.6 289 55 68.8 40.3 604 0.00



9/30/2015 10:20 28 21 38 23 32 30 ND 88 3.1 307 26 69.2 39.8 666 0.00



9/30/2015 10:25 31 23 33 24 28 27 ND 31 2.4 306 37 69.6 38.2 669 0.00











FMC OU 5-MINUTE MONITORING DATA



WD DAY



DATE AND TIME WS WD Sigma TEMP RH SOLAR PCP



(MST) ES-1 ES-2 ES-3 ES-4 ES-5 ES-6 ES-7 ES-8 mph deg deg °F % w/m2
inches



E-SAMPLER 5-MINUTE AVERAGE TSP VALUES (µg/m3)



5-MINUTE METEOROLOGICAL DATA VALUES



9/30/2015 10:30 28 24 32 28 25 28 ND 27 2.9 347 24 70.2 36.6 669 0.00



9/30/2015 10:35 25 24 31 26 22 29 ND 24 2.2 357 61 70.9 34.5 663 0.00



9/30/2015 10:40 20 25 25 22 27 26 ND 88 2.6 342 55 72.5 32.7 673 0.00



9/30/2015 10:45 17 23 25 20 21 25 ND 32 3.3 17 18 72.8 32.7 701 0.00



9/30/2015 10:50 18 21 24 16 16 21 ND 7 3.6 25 29 73.3 33.0 710 0.00



9/30/2015 10:55 22 19 26 18 16 19 ND 2 4.3 355 18 73.4 33.6 710 0.00



9/30/2015 11:00 29 15 28 22 14 22 ND 1 3.9 28 12 73.5 33.6 714 0.00



9/30/2015 11:05 27 14 30 26 20 24 ND 7 3.0 11 26 74.3 32.6 733 0.00



9/30/2015 11:10 21 15 25 22 17 19 ND 31 3.7 29 24 75.2 31.1 750 0.00



9/30/2015 11:15 17 18 23 18 25 20 ND 22 4.6 347 22 75.5 30.9 747 0.00



9/30/2015 11:20 16 22 27 15 28 16 ND 12 5.7 3 0 75.7 29.9 733 0.00



9/30/2015 11:25 14 23 34 14 23 21 ND 11 4.7 23 17 75.9 28.5 703 0.00



9/30/2015 11:30 13 23 25 12 33 27 ND 10 4.7 56 25 76.5 27.9 603 0.00



9/30/2015 11:35 15 21 19 17 20 24 ND 144 4.7 60 27 77.3 28.3 706 0.00



9/30/2015 11:40 16 20 21 20 19 25 ND 28 5.6 39 17 77.1 28.7 735 0.00



9/30/2015 11:45 15 18 17 18 17 24 ND 4 5.0 84 24 77.4 29.4 725 0.00



9/30/2015 11:50 13 16 16 14 19 22 ND 2 4.7 79 9 78.3 28.1 734 0.00



9/30/2015 11:55 13 16 17 13 17 22 ND 1 4.9 63 8 78.3 27.4 734 0.00



9/30/2015 12:00 12 16 13 13 15 23 ND 2 3.7 80 24 78.9 26.7 740 0.00



9/30/2015 12:05 12 16 13 15 15 22 ND 2 4.2 53 8 79.2 26.3 728 0.00



9/30/2015 12:10 17 11 10 18 19 21 ND 5 4.3 51 11 79.7 25.7 547 0.00



9/30/2015 12:15 18 15 30 17 16 24 ND 10 4.2 43 23 79.7 26.6 560 0.00



9/30/2015 12:20 13 13 15 14 16 18 ND 8 2.9 4 18 79.8 25.9 666 0.00



9/30/2015 12:25 12 14 17 11 15 18 ND 9 5.2 4 19 80.1 26.9 653 0.00



9/30/2015 12:30 13 16 20 12 14 18 ND 8 4.3 323 19 79.9 26.6 512 0.00



9/30/2015 12:35 18 14 22 12 13 15 ND 11 4.9 354 20 79.7 26.2 326 0.00



9/30/2015 12:40 21 12 24 17 13 46 ND 7 4.2 36 12 79.8 24.3 670 0.00



9/30/2015 12:45 13 13 21 14 13 21 ND 9 3.0 17 27 81.0 22.9 541 0.00



9/30/2015 12:50 16 13 17 9 13 8 ND 6 4.1 352 23 81.4 22.5 369 0.00



9/30/2015 12:55 17 12 9 10 13 15 ND 7 3.8 317 24 81.1 22.0 317 0.00



9/30/2015 13:00 12 11 9 10 18 11 ND 6 4.0 329 29 81.2 21.4 334 0.00



9/30/2015 13:05 11 14 15 10 13 16 ND 13 4.0 357 14 81.1 21.8 433 0.00



9/30/2015 13:10 8 13 10 12 10 9 ND 6 2.6 355 32 81.4 21.6 412 0.00



9/30/2015 13:15 25 17 20 10 26 7 ND 15 4.6 333 40 81.8 21.4 363 0.00



9/30/2015 13:20 32 16 13 11 21 9 ND 15 3.6 13 9 81.5 21.9 692 0.00



9/30/2015 13:25 9 15 8 12 13 12 ND 11 4.3 15 11 82.0 21.7 436 0.00



9/30/2015 13:30 12 14 10 12 13 11 ND 7 3.3 18 11 82.1 21.7 231 0.00



9/30/2015 13:35 13 12 14 14 12 10 ND 8 3.4 8 22 81.7 21.7 299 0.00



9/30/2015 13:40 13 11 11 10 14 13 ND 9 3.7 2 30 81.6 22.6 358 0.00











FMC OU 5-MINUTE MONITORING DATA



WD DAY



DATE AND TIME WS WD Sigma TEMP RH SOLAR PCP



(MST) ES-1 ES-2 ES-3 ES-4 ES-5 ES-6 ES-7 ES-8 mph deg deg °F % w/m2
inches



E-SAMPLER 5-MINUTE AVERAGE TSP VALUES (µg/m3)



5-MINUTE METEOROLOGICAL DATA VALUES



9/30/2015 13:45 15 13 9 13 14 15 ND 6 4.5 357 6 82.0 22.5 656 0.00



9/30/2015 13:50 12 11 10 11 13 15 ND 4 3.9 346 27 82.9 21.4 806 0.00



9/30/2015 13:55 10 10 9 10 13 13 ND 33 2.8 291 49 84.4 20.5 773 0.00



9/30/2015 14:00 10 9 9 10 11 12 ND 12 3.0 312 93 85.8 19.6 684 0.00



9/30/2015 14:05 9 8 11 8 14 10 ND 4 2.9 335 88 86.9 19.3 600 0.00



9/30/2015 14:10 12 10 9 19 13 10 ND 4 4.9 25 16 86.1 20.0 235 0.00



9/30/2015 14:15 12 11 11 12 10 9 ND 8 4.5 41 11 84.3 20.7 207 0.00



9/30/2015 14:20 10 9 17 10 10 11 ND 35 4.6 352 24 83.2 22.1 196 0.00



9/30/2015 14:25 9 9 16 9 9 10 ND 31 4.2 330 6 82.7 22.5 273 0.00



9/30/2015 14:30 8 12 10 9 9 12 ND 33 2.9 295 21 82.8 22.4 310 0.00



9/30/2015 14:35 7 13 9 8 25 12 ND 30 3.2 295 12 83.4 22.0 295 0.00



9/30/2015 14:40 9 12 11 9 48 12 ND 37 3.6 310 22 83.3 22.5 384 0.00



9/30/2015 14:45 11 12 11 10 12 18 ND 35 4.0 267 5 83.8 22.8 431 0.00



9/30/2015 14:50 11 11 11 8 11 12 ND 25 4.2 277 24 84.3 21.3 341 0.00



9/30/2015 14:55 18 10 10 8 12 10 ND 138 3.3 49 62 84.4 21.1 458 0.00



9/30/2015 15:00 21 12 11 9 14 10 ND 36 3.8 334 25 84.4 21.2 391 0.00



9/30/2015 15:05 8 12 11 8 10 11 ND 20 3.8 305 4 84.4 21.6 416 0.00



9/30/2015 15:10 8 11 17 6 29 13 ND 12 2.0 265 24 84.7 20.8 408 0.00



9/30/2015 15:15 8 9 12 8 42 22 ND 52 1.7 219 43 85.5 20.0 376 0.00



9/30/2015 15:20 10 11 8 8 19 14 ND 42 1.9 191 91 86.4 19.6 503 0.00



9/30/2015 15:25 11 ND 9 12 11 10 ND 16 1.0 210 42 86.4 19.7 376 0.00



9/30/2015 15:30 10 ND 11 10 ND 10 ND 12 2.9 333 12 86.4 19.6 247 0.00



9/30/2015 15:35 10 ND 13 10 ND 10 ND ND 3.3 269 25 85.4 20.5 189 0.00



9/30/2015 15:40 10 ND 9 8 ND ND ND ND 2.9 202 22 84.4 20.7 171 0.00



9/30/2015 15:45 9 ND 2 7 ND ND ND ND 1.0 69 91 83.8 20.8 183 0.00



9/30/2015 15:50 9 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 2.6 341 20 83.7 21.3 173 0.00



9/30/2015 15:55 6 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 3.6 325 14 83.2 22.2 131 0.00



10/1/2015 5:55 8 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 7.9 254 5 57.8 60.7 0 0.00



10/1/2015 6:00 15 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 5.8 243 4 58.5 59.9 0 0.00



10/1/2015 6:05 10 ND 5 7 ND 10 ND ND 5.3 243 2 58.5 59.3 0 0.00



10/1/2015 6:10 24 ND 6 2 ND 4 ND ND 4.7 244 1 58.4 60.1 0 0.00



10/1/2015 6:15 35 ND 6 6 11 7 ND ND 4.9 242 3 58.2 61.2 0 0.00



10/1/2015 6:20 20 ND 5 13 1 6 ND 3 5.9 240 2 57.8 61.0 0 0.00



10/1/2015 6:25 18 ND 4 7 6 7 ND 8 5.9 238 2 57.7 60.2 1 0.00



10/1/2015 6:30 10 5 5 6 25 17 ND 7 6.4 245 2 58.0 59.2 1 0.00



10/1/2015 6:35 6 8 5 5 19 6 ND 4 7.4 240 5 58.3 58.9 2 0.00



10/1/2015 6:40 7 10 5 5 10 5 ND 3 6.0 232 1 58.3 58.9 5 0.00



10/1/2015 6:45 6 7 5 6 11 6 ND 4 5.3 233 3 58.5 58.5 11 0.00











FMC OU 5-MINUTE MONITORING DATA



WD DAY



DATE AND TIME WS WD Sigma TEMP RH SOLAR PCP



(MST) ES-1 ES-2 ES-3 ES-4 ES-5 ES-6 ES-7 ES-8 mph deg deg °F % w/m2
inches



E-SAMPLER 5-MINUTE AVERAGE TSP VALUES (µg/m3)



5-MINUTE METEOROLOGICAL DATA VALUES



10/1/2015 6:50 8 7 6 7 8 10 ND 5 4.8 235 1 58.8 57.7 21 0.00



10/1/2015 6:55 8 10 5 5 8 5 ND 8 5.1 243 3 58.9 58.1 34 0.00



10/1/2015 7:00 9 11 6 9 9 9 ND 6 5.2 235 5 58.7 58.7 51 0.00



10/1/2015 7:05 11 8 4 6 19 20 ND 2 4.9 249 7 58.6 59.0 61 0.00



10/1/2015 7:10 10 9 7 5 27 21 ND 12 5.0 236 5 58.5 59.1 53 0.00



10/1/2015 7:15 11 9 7 6 19 12 ND 21 4.8 236 3 58.5 58.9 41 0.00



10/1/2015 7:20 12 8 5 6 25 13 ND 10 3.7 237 3 58.5 59.3 38 0.00



10/1/2015 7:25 8 9 5 6 28 8 ND 10 6.0 243 2 58.7 59.4 40 0.00



10/1/2015 7:30 7 12 6 6 61 12 ND 8 9.2 242 1 59.0 59.1 38 0.00



10/1/2015 7:35 7 16 6 10 33 16 ND 17 8.1 241 1 59.3 58.9 38 0.00



10/1/2015 7:40 8 20 6 8 23 15 ND 21 6.1 237 3 59.4 58.9 41 0.00



10/1/2015 7:45 9 16 6 8 42 10 ND 35 6.0 237 3 59.4 58.5 43 0.00



10/1/2015 7:50 7 13 8 34 20 14 ND 20 5.6 230 6 59.6 58.1 50 0.00



10/1/2015 7:55 6 12 6 17 18 14 ND 10 4.8 220 6 59.9 57.7 57 0.00



10/1/2015 8:00 7 10 7 12 23 8 ND 12 4.9 215 8 60.1 57.3 58 0.00



10/1/2015 8:05 6 11 6 8 16 7 ND 12 4.8 218 8 60.3 57.1 64 0.00



10/1/2015 8:10 5 11 5 8 12 8 ND 14 4.9 225 3 60.5 56.6 85 0.00



10/1/2015 8:15 5 10 4 8 14 8 ND 31 5.8 228 5 60.7 56.1 103 0.00



10/1/2015 8:20 7 13 5 7 16 8 ND 38 6.1 224 6 61.0 55.6 99 0.00



10/1/2015 8:25 7 14 5 9 18 15 ND 24 6.7 235 10 61.1 55.4 90 0.00



10/1/2015 8:30 8 12 6 7 18 14 ND 34 6.6 240 3 60.9 55.8 88 0.00



10/1/2015 8:35 9 14 4 7 17 12 ND 24 6.0 240 5 61.0 55.9 100 0.00



10/1/2015 8:40 9 15 8 8 24 9 ND 28 7.4 239 5 61.1 55.9 109 0.00



10/1/2015 8:45 9 14 6 7 20 7 ND 25 7.1 235 6 61.1 56.0 111 0.00



10/1/2015 8:50 16 14 4 8 16 12 ND 17 7.4 240 3 61.1 56.3 114 0.00



10/1/2015 8:55 16 12 4 10 19 29 ND 19 5.5 229 8 61.2 56.3 126 0.00



10/1/2015 9:00 11 12 5 11 14 22 ND 17 5.2 234 5 61.4 55.9 153 0.00



10/1/2015 9:05 11 12 3 9 23 21 ND 56 5.3 226 9 61.8 55.2 188 0.00



10/1/2015 9:10 11 11 3 8 14 20 ND 20 7.0 243 2 62.2 54.4 204 0.00



10/1/2015 9:15 10 13 4 6 14 11 ND 20 6.1 243 6 62.4 54.3 213 0.00



10/1/2015 9:20 8 13 6 8 20 15 ND 18 7.0 249 7 62.4 54.8 250 0.00



10/1/2015 9:25 10 15 7 9 13 12 ND 75 6.7 251 2 62.5 55.3 316 0.00



10/1/2015 9:30 12 17 8 11 14 10 ND 44 6.7 246 4 62.8 54.9 281 0.00



10/1/2015 9:35 11 13 7 10 23 15 ND 16 7.0 247 8 63.0 55.0 291 0.00



10/1/2015 9:40 13 12 10 11 16 16 ND 9 7.0 250 9 63.0 55.7 289 0.00



10/1/2015 9:45 13 13 11 13 15 12 ND 16 7.2 254 0 63.1 56.0 294 0.00



10/1/2015 9:50 13 12 10 13 17 9 ND 59 6.3 232 5 63.0 56.9 294 0.00



10/1/2015 9:55 15 12 11 10 12 11 ND 24 6.9 230 4 63.4 56.2 305 0.00



10/1/2015 10:00 14 14 10 10 15 12 ND 32 8.1 238 9 63.6 54.8 299 0.00











FMC OU 5-MINUTE MONITORING DATA



WD DAY



DATE AND TIME WS WD Sigma TEMP RH SOLAR PCP



(MST) ES-1 ES-2 ES-3 ES-4 ES-5 ES-6 ES-7 ES-8 mph deg deg °F % w/m2
inches



E-SAMPLER 5-MINUTE AVERAGE TSP VALUES (µg/m3)



5-MINUTE METEOROLOGICAL DATA VALUES



10/1/2015 10:05 12 15 11 9 21 10 ND 23 8.5 249 6 63.7 54.2 273 0.00



10/1/2015 10:10 14 13 13 10 15 15 ND 7 8.0 239 7 63.9 54.1 273 0.00



10/1/2015 10:15 16 13 11 11 13 12 ND 15 6.4 251 3 64.2 53.9 289 0.00



10/1/2015 10:20 13 13 10 12 11 18 ND 23 7.0 246 4 64.5 53.4 293 0.00



10/1/2015 10:25 15 11 8 12 12 15 ND 22 7.3 240 2 64.3 54.5 309 0.00



10/1/2015 10:30 14 12 8 10 13 12 ND 18 7.6 241 4 64.4 53.8 364 0.00



10/1/2015 10:35 12 10 7 10 13 13 ND 18 6.9 242 4 64.8 52.7 460 0.00



10/1/2015 10:40 11 11 7 11 12 15 ND 19 6.2 248 15 65.5 51.3 582 0.00



10/1/2015 10:45 12 10 9 10 19 15 ND 28 6.8 247 7 65.9 50.5 609 0.00



10/1/2015 10:50 14 9 8 12 19 17 ND 69 6.1 248 9 66.3 49.9 579 0.00



10/1/2015 10:55 17 8 7 12 16 12 ND 56 7.5 242 7 66.6 49.0 553 0.00



10/1/2015 11:00 16 10 6 10 13 13 ND 50 7.5 233 5 67.2 47.5 514 0.00



10/1/2015 11:05 12 9 5 11 14 15 ND 35 7.7 224 8 67.6 45.9 482 0.00



10/1/2015 11:10 13 8 14 8 14 10 ND 23 6.9 222 11 67.6 45.1 499 0.00



10/1/2015 11:15 11 9 9 8 28 7 ND 10 7.8 205 6 67.9 43.8 506 0.00



10/1/2015 11:20 10 10 6 8 13 5 ND 7 7.4 220 8 68.1 44.1 502 0.00



10/1/2015 11:25 12 15 7 9 15 10 ND 10 7.6 229 17 68.4 44.5 498 0.00



10/1/2015 11:30 12 12 6 9 19 12 ND 17 8.6 246 2 68.4 44.4 532 0.00



10/1/2015 11:35 13 9 6 11 13 17 ND 9 7.5 240 5 68.2 44.9 519 0.00



10/1/2015 11:40 13 9 6 12 12 9 ND 5 7.2 240 9 68.7 44.1 459 0.00



10/1/2015 11:45 13 9 7 8 17 5 ND 6 7.0 241 5 68.6 43.8 450 0.00



10/1/2015 11:50 14 9 6 9 12 7 ND 4 6.7 244 5 68.8 44.5 456 0.00



10/1/2015 11:55 11 9 7 10 13 10 ND 5 5.8 258 11 69.1 45.1 481 0.00



10/1/2015 12:00 13 15 7 12 12 9 ND 5 6.0 255 6 69.3 45.0 499 0.00



10/1/2015 12:05 12 13 8 13 13 9 ND 5 6.2 256 10 69.7 44.4 547 0.00



10/1/2015 12:10 11 10 12 9 12 10 ND 9 5.7 277 11 69.8 44.3 469 0.00



10/1/2015 12:15 13 12 9 14 12 18 ND 18 4.4 267 14 70.0 44.7 431 0.00



10/1/2015 12:20 15 14 9 14 18 14 ND 19 5.1 247 13 69.8 44.4 405 0.00



10/1/2015 12:25 15 14 9 16 23 18 ND 28 5.1 235 16 69.6 45.2 416 0.00



10/1/2015 12:30 16 14 10 15 18 14 ND 36 3.4 244 26 69.9 45.1 440 0.00



10/1/2015 12:35 16 15 10 13 14 17 ND 21 4.8 252 17 70.5 43.6 451 0.00



10/1/2015 12:40 15 12 11 18 17 23 ND 24 5.9 254 11 70.8 42.7 506 0.00



10/1/2015 12:45 15 10 10 18 11 22 ND 22 5.3 253 9 70.8 43.2 463 0.00



10/1/2015 12:50 17 11 15 18 13 21 ND 21 4.9 254 23 71.0 43.3 409 0.00



10/1/2015 12:55 17 12 15 18 12 16 ND 18 5.5 242 36 71.0 42.4 475 0.00



10/1/2015 13:00 18 12 16 18 14 21 ND 16 4.3 234 12 71.2 41.8 526 0.00



10/1/2015 13:05 18 14 15 18 35 19 ND 13 5.2 243 9 71.6 40.9 576 0.00



10/1/2015 13:10 17 20 10 20 14 14 ND 9 4.4 233 30 72.5 39.2 659 0.00



10/1/2015 13:15 16 15 12 17 133 20 ND 16 4.3 258 21 73.0 38.4 541 0.00











FMC OU 5-MINUTE MONITORING DATA



WD DAY



DATE AND TIME WS WD Sigma TEMP RH SOLAR PCP



(MST) ES-1 ES-2 ES-3 ES-4 ES-5 ES-6 ES-7 ES-8 mph deg deg °F % w/m2
inches



E-SAMPLER 5-MINUTE AVERAGE TSP VALUES (µg/m3)



5-MINUTE METEOROLOGICAL DATA VALUES



10/1/2015 13:20 15 11 11 20 24 36 ND 14 4.6 240 20 73.2 38.1 495 0.00



10/1/2015 13:25 13 10 14 18 20 19 ND 13 4.2 249 25 73.4 37.7 618 0.00



10/1/2015 13:30 15 11 17 15 16 15 ND 11 3.2 263 28 74.1 36.8 658 0.00



10/1/2015 13:35 15 10 14 16 13 20 ND 12 4.5 264 27 75.0 35.7 650 0.00



10/1/2015 13:40 13 11 13 13 17 19 ND 14 3.5 299 15 74.9 36.2 503 0.00



10/1/2015 13:45 15 13 15 11 14 14 ND 17 4.2 346 15 74.9 36.3 378 0.00



10/1/2015 13:50 17 13 13 10 13 16 ND 8 5.0 342 26 74.6 36.7 649 0.00



10/1/2015 13:55 16 11 14 11 10 17 ND 5 4.7 317 13 74.6 36.6 693 0.00



10/1/2015 14:00 15 10 13 12 17 15 ND 7 5.6 338 14 74.7 36.5 609 0.00



10/1/2015 14:05 12 9 14 12 20 15 ND 5 4.8 317 18 75.0 35.8 363 0.00



10/1/2015 14:10 10 11 17 9 20 13 ND 5 4.0 303 14 75.0 35.9 355 0.00



10/1/2015 14:15 11 11 13 11 14 12 ND 7 4.6 337 11 75.1 35.8 454 0.00



10/1/2015 14:20 12 13 11 12 13 14 ND 8 3.9 358 19 75.4 35.7 275 0.00



10/1/2015 14:25 12 12 12 10 16 12 ND 23 2.8 298 36 75.7 35.5 325 0.00



10/1/2015 14:30 11 11 11 12 16 11 ND 25 2.3 289 61 76.2 34.6 430 0.00



10/1/2015 14:35 12 10 9 10 13 11 ND 16 3.0 1 32 76.8 33.7 507 0.00



10/1/2015 14:40 14 10 9 11 22 11 ND 10 2.8 325 10 77.2 34.0 347 0.00



10/1/2015 14:45 16 11 13 13 14 12 ND 7 3.7 312 19 77.3 34.0 397 0.00



10/1/2015 14:50 18 13 14 12 15 13 ND 16 3.4 300 14 76.7 34.4 321 0.00



10/1/2015 14:55 19 12 19 14 15 18 ND 15 2.0 321 56 76.9 33.8 466 0.00



10/1/2015 15:00 20 13 25 21 15 21 ND 31 1.9 314 95 77.9 32.9 498 0.00



10/1/2015 15:05 20 15 29 24 20 32 ND 28 1.8 145 39 79.3 31.8 469 0.00



10/1/2015 15:10 26 17 25 21 32 21 ND 12 2.8 340 35 79.6 31.8 364 0.00



10/1/2015 15:15 27 16 29 22 19 26 ND 10 3.9 350 23 78.8 33.0 541 0.00



10/1/2015 15:20 34 18 24 22 16 33 ND 8 4.0 36 24 78.5 32.7 508 0.00



10/1/2015 15:25 36 15 18 24 23 30 ND 11 2.7 8 53 79.0 32.8 392 0.00



10/1/2015 15:30 19 12 14 19 22 25 ND 11 4.9 16 42 79.0 32.6 368 0.00



10/1/2015 15:35 14 13 18 19 23 20 ND 19 3.6 72 12 79.4 32.2 450 0.00



10/1/2015 15:40 16 15 16 18 22 20 ND 17 5.2 86 11 79.3 32.3 441 0.00



10/1/2015 15:45 21 16 21 17 19 18 ND 7 3.6 67 18 79.2 31.5 420 0.00



10/1/2015 15:50 21 16 17 14 14 15 ND 3 4.9 28 32 79.4 31.7 402 0.00



10/1/2015 15:55 12 13 13 13 12 16 ND 4 5.4 10 14 79.0 32.0 287 0.00



10/1/2015 16:00 12 11 12 11 12 11 ND 4 5.3 18 21 78.7 32.3 376 0.00



10/1/2015 16:05 14 10 13 11 12 13 ND ND 4.7 46 5 78.9 31.7 357 0.00



10/1/2015 16:10 15 8 11 9 ND 16 ND ND 6.1 41 5 78.9 31.9 204 0.00



10/1/2015 16:15 15 2 13 11 ND 17 ND ND 4.2 27 12 78.5 32.3 278 0.00



10/1/2015 16:20 13 ND 24 13 ND 16 ND ND 5.3 17 4 78.7 32.8 318 0.00



10/1/2015 16:25 10 ND 21 10 ND ND ND ND 5.7 13 0 78.8 32.7 273 0.00



10/1/2015 16:30 11 ND 6 10 ND ND ND ND 4.2 356 0 78.9 32.1 314 0.00











FMC OU 5-MINUTE MONITORING DATA



WD DAY



DATE AND TIME WS WD Sigma TEMP RH SOLAR PCP



(MST) ES-1 ES-2 ES-3 ES-4 ES-5 ES-6 ES-7 ES-8 mph deg deg °F % w/m2
inches



E-SAMPLER 5-MINUTE AVERAGE TSP VALUES (µg/m3)



5-MINUTE METEOROLOGICAL DATA VALUES



10/1/2015 16:35 14 ND 2 ND ND ND ND ND 5.2 44 4 79.0 32.2 240 0.00



10/1/2015 16:40 18 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 3.9 23 13 78.9 32.6 269 0.00



10/1/2015 16:45 18 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 4.1 6 7 79.0 32.9 156 0.00



10/1/2015 16:50 13 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 3.9 8 9 78.9 33.1 198 0.00



10/1/2015 16:55 12 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 3.2 342 14 79.0 33.1 222 0.00



10/1/2015 17:00 9 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 3.5 317 12 79.6 34.2 206 0.00



10/1/2015 17:05 2 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 3.4 324 10 79.1 38.2 144 0.00



10/2/2015 5:30 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 4.3 212 6 54.7 96.2 0 0.08



10/2/2015 5:35 2 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 4.0 214 3 54.8 95.2 0 0.08



10/2/2015 5:40 2 ND ND 10 ND 16 ND ND 3.2 219 3 54.9 95.0 0 0.08



10/2/2015 5:45 2 ND 3 2 ND 3 ND ND 3.8 230 2 54.9 94.5 0 0.08



10/2/2015 5:50 2 ND 3 5 12 6 ND ND 4.2 234 2 54.8 94.8 0 0.08



10/2/2015 5:55 1 ND 3 4 1 5 ND 3 4.8 236 2 54.7 95.1 0 0.08



10/2/2015 6:00 1 ND 4 3 3 5 ND 5 5.3 238 2 54.7 95.1 0 0.08



10/2/2015 6:05 1 2 3 3 4 6 ND 2 5.1 234 2 54.6 95.6 0 0.08



10/2/2015 6:10 1 13 2 3 4 2 ND 1 5.1 234 2 54.5 95.7 0 0.08



10/2/2015 6:15 2 4 4 3 4 4 ND 4 4.6 234 4 54.5 95.6 0 0.08



10/2/2015 6:20 3 1 4 5 3 7 ND 4 4.2 224 3 54.6 95.4 0 0.08



10/2/2015 6:25 5 2 5 4 4 5 ND 3 3.5 220 2 54.6 95.7 0 0.08



10/2/2015 6:30 5 1 6 4 4 5 ND 1 4.0 230 5 54.6 95.5 0 0.08



10/2/2015 6:35 5 1 5 5 5 5 ND 5 5.1 236 4 54.6 95.0 1 0.08



10/2/2015 6:40 5 1 4 7 6 4 ND 6 5.5 237 2 54.5 95.5 2 0.08



10/2/2015 6:45 5 2 4 5 6 4 ND 5 5.6 236 3 54.4 96.2 3 0.08



10/2/2015 6:50 6 3 5 5 5 5 ND 2 5.7 236 2 54.4 96.2 3 0.08



10/2/2015 6:55 6 2 6 5 5 6 ND 1 6.2 239 2 54.4 96.3 4 0.08



10/2/2015 7:00 6 4 6 6 5 6 ND 2 6.6 239 4 54.3 96.2 4 0.08



10/2/2015 7:05 7 3 7 6 5 7 ND 1 6.0 241 3 54.2 96.2 4 0.08



10/2/2015 7:10 7 3 6 5 5 6 ND 3 5.1 236 1 54.1 96.3 5 0.08



10/2/2015 7:15 7 3 4 6 10 4 ND 7 4.5 237 2 54.1 96.5 6 0.08



10/2/2015 7:20 7 4 4 5 6 5 ND 7 4.5 236 0 54.1 96.6 8 0.08



10/2/2015 7:25 6 4 3 5 6 6 ND 5 4.7 238 5 54.1 96.4 8 0.08



10/2/2015 7:30 6 3 5 5 5 5 ND 3 4.8 236 6 54.1 96.3 8 0.08



10/2/2015 7:35 6 4 5 5 5 3 ND 4 5.4 236 3 54.0 96.0 8 0.08



10/2/2015 7:40 7 5 5 5 6 3 ND 4 4.2 231 6 54.0 96.4 7 0.08



10/2/2015 7:45 6 5 5 5 7 5 ND 5 4.5 231 2 54.0 96.7 6 0.08



10/2/2015 7:50 5 5 5 5 10 3 ND 7 5.0 238 3 53.9 96.8 7 0.08



10/2/2015 7:55 5 6 4 5 4 4 ND 5 4.8 240 3 53.8 96.9 8 0.08



10/2/2015 8:00 7 5 4 5 4 3 ND 6 5.2 239 3 53.8 96.7 12 0.08











FMC OU 5-MINUTE MONITORING DATA



WD DAY



DATE AND TIME WS WD Sigma TEMP RH SOLAR PCP



(MST) ES-1 ES-2 ES-3 ES-4 ES-5 ES-6 ES-7 ES-8 mph deg deg °F % w/m2
inches



E-SAMPLER 5-MINUTE AVERAGE TSP VALUES (µg/m3)



5-MINUTE METEOROLOGICAL DATA VALUES



10/2/2015 8:05 7 4 4 6 4 3 ND 7 5.2 242 3 53.8 97.6 16 0.08



10/2/2015 8:10 6 5 5 6 4 5 ND 6 6.6 237 1 53.8 97.0 20 0.08



10/2/2015 8:15 6 3 5 6 6 7 ND 7 6.1 234 3 53.8 97.5 23 0.08



10/2/2015 8:20 5 4 5 6 6 7 ND 5 5.8 228 3 53.9 97.4 31 0.08



10/2/2015 8:25 5 5 5 6 13 7 ND 6 5.8 232 4 53.9 97.0 33 0.08



10/2/2015 8:30 5 4 5 6 9 10 ND 6 5.3 231 5 53.9 97.3 33 0.08



10/2/2015 8:35 6 5 5 7 7 19 ND 7 5.6 236 5 53.9 96.8 31 0.08



10/2/2015 8:40 7 6 5 6 10 15 ND 14 4.7 237 3 53.9 96.7 39 0.08



10/2/2015 8:45 7 6 5 7 8 10 ND 9 4.3 241 2 53.9 96.7 42 0.08



10/2/2015 8:50 7 5 5 7 8 12 ND 10 4.1 234 6 53.9 96.2 40 0.08



10/2/2015 8:55 8 4 5 8 8 11 ND 10 3.8 218 9 54.0 96.3 34 0.08



10/2/2015 9:00 7 4 6 7 19 8 ND 10 3.7 214 6 54.1 95.8 43 0.08



10/2/2015 9:05 7 5 6 7 14 8 ND 12 4.3 232 9 54.1 94.6 63 0.08



10/2/2015 9:10 8 6 5 7 10 8 ND 9 3.8 230 5 54.2 95.1 78 0.08



10/2/2015 9:15 9 4 3 7 8 10 ND 5 4.9 229 7 54.4 94.8 103 0.08



10/2/2015 9:20 8 4 3 7 13 9 ND 4 4.8 223 3 54.5 95.0 185 0.08



10/2/2015 9:25 7 5 5 7 13 9 ND 8 5.8 234 3 54.8 94.5 243 0.08



10/2/2015 9:30 7 3 5 7 11 13 ND 6 5.1 231 8 55.0 94.4 218 0.08



10/2/2015 9:35 7 2 5 6 9 9 ND 1 6.1 240 5 55.2 93.0 224 0.08



10/2/2015 9:40 6 4 4 7 8 10 ND 0 5.6 237 9 55.3 92.3 202 0.08



10/2/2015 9:45 6 4 4 7 8 11 ND 2 5.6 227 10 55.7 91.1 150 0.08



10/2/2015 9:50 7 3 4 7 7 8 ND 1 4.6 233 8 55.8 90.5 152 0.08



10/2/2015 9:55 8 2 5 7 7 8 ND 2 4.3 236 7 55.9 89.1 153 0.08



10/2/2015 10:00 9 2 5 6 7 7 ND 2 4.1 222 8 56.0 89.2 132 0.08



10/2/2015 10:05 8 1 5 6 7 7 ND 1 4.3 233 9 56.0 88.6 106 0.08



10/2/2015 10:10 9 2 7 6 7 9 ND 2 3.9 233 15 56.0 88.5 69 0.08



10/2/2015 10:15 7 5 6 8 7 10 ND 5 3.8 242 5 56.0 88.2 59 0.08



10/2/2015 10:20 6 5 6 9 6 9 ND 8 4.0 242 4 56.0 88.2 63 0.08



10/2/2015 10:25 7 4 7 7 7 7 ND 8 3.6 257 9 56.0 87.7 68 0.08



10/2/2015 10:30 7 5 7 7 5 9 ND 7 4.9 256 7 56.0 88.3 83 0.08



10/2/2015 10:35 8 7 6 6 6 9 ND 17 4.4 249 10 56.1 88.5 100 0.08



10/2/2015 10:40 8 8 6 25 6 8 ND 13 4.1 253 8 56.2 87.8 124 0.08



10/2/2015 10:45 6 8 6 13 8 8 ND 15 3.8 265 12 56.2 87.7 142 0.08



10/2/2015 10:50 5 6 6 6 6 9 ND 9 4.4 256 11 56.3 87.3 114 0.08



10/2/2015 10:55 5 5 6 6 8 7 ND 11 5.1 250 7 56.3 87.3 97 0.08



10/2/2015 11:00 6 4 7 5 7 8 ND 7 4.1 266 12 56.3 87.5 94 0.08



10/2/2015 11:05 5 4 6 6 6 7 ND 9 3.6 263 9 56.4 87.1 94 0.08



10/2/2015 11:10 5 6 5 6 6 6 ND 6 4.2 263 6 56.4 86.8 117 0.08



10/2/2015 11:15 6 7 4 5 6 6 ND 6 4.1 258 1 56.4 86.9 116 0.08











FMC OU 5-MINUTE MONITORING DATA



WD DAY



DATE AND TIME WS WD Sigma TEMP RH SOLAR PCP



(MST) ES-1 ES-2 ES-3 ES-4 ES-5 ES-6 ES-7 ES-8 mph deg deg °F % w/m2
inches



E-SAMPLER 5-MINUTE AVERAGE TSP VALUES (µg/m3)



5-MINUTE METEOROLOGICAL DATA VALUES



10/2/2015 11:20 6 6 5 6 7 6 ND 5 4.2 256 6 56.6 86.9 124 0.08



10/2/2015 11:25 7 6 5 6 7 5 ND 12 5.3 253 4 56.6 86.6 127 0.08



10/2/2015 11:30 7 5 5 5 6 7 ND 8 4.0 257 7 56.7 86.3 108 0.08



10/2/2015 11:35 6 5 6 5 6 7 ND 7 4.0 266 7 56.9 85.2 102 0.08



10/2/2015 11:40 6 5 4 5 7 6 ND 7 5.2 258 9 56.8 85.4 96 0.08



10/2/2015 11:45 6 5 5 5 6 6 ND 6 5.9 249 2 56.7 85.2 84 0.08



10/2/2015 11:50 7 5 6 6 5 5 ND 5 5.5 249 4 56.6 85.7 78 0.08



10/2/2015 11:55 7 5 6 5 6 5 ND 5 5.9 249 2 56.6 85.4 68 0.08



10/2/2015 12:00 7 5 6 5 7 5 ND 5 5.5 251 2 56.6 85.9 70 0.08



10/2/2015 12:05 7 4 5 5 7 4 ND 6 5.4 248 5 56.6 85.8 67 0.08



10/2/2015 12:10 7 5 6 6 6 6 ND 6 4.8 253 3 56.7 86.6 73 0.08



10/2/2015 12:15 6 6 6 7 7 7 ND 8 4.4 259 1 56.7 85.9 79 0.08



10/2/2015 12:20 5 6 6 6 7 7 ND 10 5.2 254 6 56.8 85.8 86 0.08



10/2/2015 12:25 5 4 5 7 7 8 ND 19 5.3 259 4 56.7 85.1 95 0.08



10/2/2015 12:30 6 4 5 6 7 7 ND 16 5.3 255 0 56.8 85.8 98 0.08



10/2/2015 12:35 5 4 5 6 6 8 ND 15 4.0 260 6 56.7 86.3 96 0.08



10/2/2015 12:40 6 3 6 6 6 7 ND 12 3.6 256 7 56.9 86.8 102 0.08



10/2/2015 12:45 7 5 6 6 6 7 ND 11 3.8 270 6 56.9 86.1 117 0.08



10/2/2015 12:50 7 4 6 6 5 6 ND 14 3.5 278 7 57.0 86.1 120 0.08



10/2/2015 12:55 6 5 5 6 7 5 ND 14 3.8 276 7 56.8 88.5 114 0.08



10/2/2015 13:00 5 5 4 6 5 6 ND 7 4.4 268 10 56.7 89.1 124 0.08



10/2/2015 13:05 5 3 5 5 4 6 ND 3 5.4 261 5 56.6 87.1 136 0.08



10/2/2015 13:10 4 3 5 4 3 5 ND 3 5.4 261 4 56.7 86.7 154 0.08



10/2/2015 13:15 4 3 3 3 3 6 ND 12 6.0 254 6 56.8 87.5 167 0.08



10/2/2015 13:20 3 1 2 3 3 5 ND 23 6.2 260 0 56.9 86.4 155 0.08



10/2/2015 13:25 4 1 2 4 4 5 ND 17 6.4 256 8 57.0 82.6 153 0.08



10/2/2015 13:30 4 1 3 3 4 3 ND 23 5.7 259 4 57.1 83.3 170 0.08



10/2/2015 13:35 4 2 3 3 2 2 ND 20 6.8 256 3 57.1 84.5 148 0.08



10/2/2015 13:40 4 2 2 3 2 3 ND 11 6.6 247 4 56.9 84.9 133 0.08



10/2/2015 13:45 5 2 2 3 3 3 ND 20 6.1 240 3 57.0 83.4 119 0.08



10/2/2015 13:50 5 3 3 3 3 4 ND 20 6.2 243 6 57.0 83.4 104 0.08



10/2/2015 13:55 4 3 2 3 2 3 ND 16 5.7 256 7 57.1 82.4 100 0.08



10/2/2015 14:00 4 5 2 3 2 4 ND 15 6.3 260 2 57.2 81.3 103 0.08



10/2/2015 14:05 4 3 1 2 2 2 ND 34 6.0 252 4 57.2 82.9 103 0.08



10/2/2015 14:10 4 2 1 2 2 3 ND 30 6.9 243 4 57.3 85.2 97 0.08



10/2/2015 14:15 2 2 2 1 2 3 ND 10 6.3 241 4 57.3 85.3 94 0.08



10/2/2015 14:20 1 3 2 1 3 3 ND 10 7.4 244 0 57.2 84.7 95 0.08



10/2/2015 14:25 2 2 3 2 5 4 ND 10 6.8 241 3 57.1 85.7 110 0.08



10/2/2015 14:30 4 2 4 3 6 6 ND 14 6.2 234 2 57.2 85.7 103 0.08











FMC OU 5-MINUTE MONITORING DATA



WD DAY



DATE AND TIME WS WD Sigma TEMP RH SOLAR PCP



(MST) ES-1 ES-2 ES-3 ES-4 ES-5 ES-6 ES-7 ES-8 mph deg deg °F % w/m2
inches



E-SAMPLER 5-MINUTE AVERAGE TSP VALUES (µg/m3)



5-MINUTE METEOROLOGICAL DATA VALUES



10/2/2015 14:35 5 3 5 4 6 7 ND 13 6.6 236 5 57.4 85.1 92 0.08



10/2/2015 14:40 6 3 5 5 7 7 ND 10 6.9 242 2 57.4 84.6 84 0.08



10/2/2015 14:45 5 4 6 6 7 7 ND 11 5.8 235 4 57.5 84.8 87 0.08



10/2/2015 14:50 6 5 6 6 7 8 ND 10 6.5 237 5 57.6 85.2 95 0.08



10/2/2015 14:55 7 5 5 6 8 6 ND 8 6.0 222 6 57.4 86.8 83 0.08



10/2/2015 15:00 5 5 6 6 8 7 ND 6 6.7 231 6 57.4 88.0 53 0.08



10/2/2015 15:05 1 5 7 7 8 8 ND 8 6.2 229 6 57.0 90.4 40 0.08



10/2/2015 15:10 ND 6 4 6 7 8 ND 8 6.4 231 9 56.8 91.5 32 0.09



10/2/2015 15:15 ND 8 ND 6 9 ND ND 3 7.1 227 8 56.3 92.1 27 0.11



10/2/2015 15:20 ND 8 ND ND 8 ND ND 1 7.1 223 3 55.8 94.9 27 0.11



10/2/2015 15:25 ND 7 ND ND 8 ND ND ND 8.2 239 8 55.8 95.4 29 0.11



10/2/2015 15:30 ND 7 ND ND ND ND ND ND 9.7 242 4 55.5 94.7 16 0.11



10/2/2015 15:35 ND 1 ND ND ND ND ND ND 7.9 257 6 55.1 96.9 15 0.12



10/3/2015 5:50 8 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 7.3 196 1 48.7 85.6 0 0.00



10/3/2015 5:55 23 ND ND ND ND 8 ND ND 7.9 193 3 48.2 85.6 0 0.00



10/3/2015 6:00 31 ND 11 6 ND 1 ND ND 9.6 194 2 48.2 84.0 0 0.00



10/3/2015 6:05 31 ND 31 8 ND 24 ND 1 9.8 195 1 48.4 82.3 0 0.00



10/3/2015 6:10 32 ND 33 30 8 44 ND 0 9.5 198 1 48.6 80.5 0 0.00



10/3/2015 6:15 33 ND 32 32 12 40 ND 27 8.0 201 2 48.8 80.2 0 0.00



10/3/2015 6:20 33 14 31 31 33 34 ND 30 8.1 200 1 48.8 79.7 1 0.00



10/3/2015 6:25 32 26 30 30 34 31 ND 28 7.6 197 2 48.7 80.2 1 0.00



10/3/2015 6:30 33 31 27 29 32 31 ND 27 7.8 196 0 48.3 81.1 2 0.00



10/3/2015 6:35 33 29 28 30 31 33 ND 27 8.3 198 2 48.5 80.0 6 0.00



10/3/2015 6:40 32 26 29 28 29 31 ND 22 9.7 196 1 48.6 79.6 11 0.00



10/3/2015 6:45 31 27 27 27 30 27 ND 20 10.0 194 1 48.7 78.6 16 0.00



10/3/2015 6:50 30 25 27 27 28 26 ND 21 10.1 195 2 48.9 78.3 24 0.00



10/3/2015 6:55 31 25 27 27 31 31 ND 22 8.5 195 2 49.1 77.9 38 0.00



10/3/2015 7:00 30 25 26 27 32 43 ND 19 8.9 199 1 49.2 77.7 58 0.00



10/3/2015 7:05 31 26 26 26 28 59 ND 16 9.0 202 2 49.6 76.6 90 0.00



10/3/2015 7:10 31 26 25 24 30 70 ND 18 9.1 201 0 50.2 75.1 108 0.00



10/3/2015 7:15 28 25 26 26 29 60 ND 25 8.5 202 2 50.7 74.3 137 0.00



10/3/2015 7:20 29 26 27 26 30 44 ND 26 8.4 198 2 51.0 74.2 158 0.00



10/3/2015 7:25 28 26 26 26 31 40 ND 26 8.9 197 3 51.4 73.2 158 0.00



10/3/2015 7:30 27 26 26 26 31 43 ND 24 9.0 195 2 51.7 72.0 173 0.00



10/3/2015 7:35 27 24 25 25 35 40 ND 25 9.1 198 2 52.0 71.3 163 0.00



10/3/2015 7:40 27 25 24 27 44 38 ND 23 9.7 199 1 52.3 71.0 213 0.00



10/3/2015 7:45 27 25 25 25 28 33 ND 21 8.7 208 5 52.8 69.7 237 0.00



10/3/2015 7:50 26 24 24 24 27 38 ND 20 7.0 218 3 53.4 68.7 247 0.00











FMC OU 5-MINUTE MONITORING DATA



WD DAY



DATE AND TIME WS WD Sigma TEMP RH SOLAR PCP



(MST) ES-1 ES-2 ES-3 ES-4 ES-5 ES-6 ES-7 ES-8 mph deg deg °F % w/m2
inches



E-SAMPLER 5-MINUTE AVERAGE TSP VALUES (µg/m3)



5-MINUTE METEOROLOGICAL DATA VALUES



10/3/2015 7:55 26 25 24 24 28 76 ND 21 7.3 217 2 53.9 66.6 261 0.00



10/3/2015 8:00 25 25 26 38 28 103 ND 21 7.9 217 3 54.1 66.1 265 0.00



10/3/2015 8:05 26 26 26 28 26 39 ND 23 7.8 215 4 54.3 65.9 280 0.00



10/3/2015 8:10 28 24 23 22 35 38 ND 22 9.2 212 5 54.4 64.6 281 0.00



10/3/2015 8:15 28 25 23 22 39 74 ND 20 9.0 215 5 54.5 63.3 310 0.00



10/3/2015 8:20 26 27 24 23 29 65 ND 23 10.6 213 4 54.6 63.0 308 0.00



10/3/2015 8:25 26 25 24 23 29 29 ND 22 9.5 212 3 54.6 62.9 303 0.00



10/3/2015 8:30 25 23 23 21 35 27 ND 20 9.9 208 3 54.7 63.1 333 0.00



10/3/2015 8:35 25 25 23 21 30 26 ND 20 9.5 207 3 54.8 63.3 375 0.00



10/3/2015 8:40 26 24 22 21 26 24 ND 17 9.7 209 2 54.9 62.0 387 0.00



10/3/2015 8:45 24 26 23 20 26 26 ND 20 9.5 217 8 55.1 60.4 465 0.00



10/3/2015 8:50 23 27 23 20 27 26 ND 24 9.1 222 9 55.4 59.9 451 0.00



10/3/2015 8:55 24 27 21 20 22 24 ND 30 8.9 233 4 55.6 60.1 493 0.00



10/3/2015 9:00 25 27 24 21 23 23 ND 32 9.6 229 5 55.8 58.4 384 0.00



10/3/2015 9:05 24 25 22 20 22 26 ND 35 10.1 239 3 55.6 58.7 324 0.00



10/3/2015 9:10 23 21 28 17 19 25 ND 23 10.0 240 4 55.7 59.6 545 0.00



10/3/2015 9:15 23 23 24 19 23 24 ND 34 10.1 232 2 55.8 59.0 294 0.00



10/3/2015 9:20 22 24 21 21 24 23 ND 26 9.5 234 8 55.4 60.7 305 0.00



10/3/2015 9:25 24 25 22 19 23 22 ND 35 8.6 232 5 55.6 60.8 452 0.00



10/3/2015 9:30 23 23 20 20 23 26 ND 23 9.1 222 11 55.9 60.3 440 0.00



10/3/2015 9:35 22 24 19 20 24 25 ND 23 9.4 239 6 56.0 60.8 464 0.00



10/3/2015 9:40 21 23 21 20 24 26 ND 19 9.0 235 3 56.1 60.8 477 0.00



10/3/2015 9:45 22 22 20 20 22 22 ND 22 8.4 230 4 56.3 58.9 452 0.00



10/3/2015 9:50 23 23 20 21 28 25 ND 23 7.8 234 8 56.4 59.5 454 0.00



10/3/2015 9:55 22 23 18 20 23 24 ND 29 8.0 238 11 56.6 59.4 518 0.00



10/3/2015 10:00 21 23 20 20 27 22 ND 28 7.3 226 11 57.0 59.0 532 0.00



10/3/2015 10:05 21 21 21 20 25 21 ND 30 8.1 244 5 56.7 61.7 378 0.00



10/3/2015 10:10 22 23 21 21 21 22 ND 33 7.8 232 8 56.7 61.6 531 0.00



10/3/2015 10:15 23 22 21 21 22 25 ND 43 9.7 245 0 57.1 57.0 568 0.00



10/3/2015 10:20 22 23 20 20 23 23 ND 38 9.7 250 0 57.2 55.2 578 0.00



10/3/2015 10:25 23 25 22 20 23 22 ND 28 9.2 243 4 57.6 55.3 600 0.00



10/3/2015 10:30 23 24 22 20 22 26 ND 29 9.4 249 2 57.7 55.4 628 0.00



10/3/2015 10:35 24 24 23 20 22 25 ND 30 10.3 247 3 57.7 55.3 644 0.00



10/3/2015 10:40 25 25 22 21 24 24 ND 37 8.6 245 8 57.7 56.7 530 0.00



10/3/2015 10:45 26 23 22 21 24 26 ND 32 9.2 242 3 57.7 56.0 499 0.00



10/3/2015 10:50 26 25 24 22 25 28 ND 30 9.4 241 3 57.8 56.2 622 0.00



10/3/2015 10:55 26 26 23 21 25 27 ND 32 8.2 245 6 58.2 55.8 608 0.00



10/3/2015 11:00 27 26 25 23 25 33 ND 47 9.2 244 3 58.2 55.6 441 0.00



10/3/2015 11:05 27 27 23 23 27 29 ND 27 9.8 241 2 57.9 56.7 414 0.00











FMC OU 5-MINUTE MONITORING DATA



WD DAY



DATE AND TIME WS WD Sigma TEMP RH SOLAR PCP



(MST) ES-1 ES-2 ES-3 ES-4 ES-5 ES-6 ES-7 ES-8 mph deg deg °F % w/m2
inches



E-SAMPLER 5-MINUTE AVERAGE TSP VALUES (µg/m3)



5-MINUTE METEOROLOGICAL DATA VALUES



10/3/2015 11:10 29 25 24 22 24 27 ND 22 8.7 244 2 57.8 57.6 410 0.00



10/3/2015 11:15 29 24 23 22 27 25 ND 34 8.5 248 7 58.0 58.0 478 0.00



10/3/2015 11:20 25 25 21 23 27 23 ND 36 8.4 240 2 58.6 55.9 776 0.00



10/3/2015 11:25 25 24 22 23 27 26 ND 28 8.6 242 1 59.0 54.6 747 0.00



10/3/2015 11:30 26 24 22 24 26 29 ND 24 7.3 244 11 59.5 54.3 667 0.00



10/3/2015 11:35 23 23 23 22 25 34 ND 24 9.4 241 5 59.9 53.1 652 0.00



10/3/2015 11:40 23 25 21 22 26 34 ND 25 8.9 254 9 59.6 52.6 641 0.00



10/3/2015 11:45 24 27 22 22 26 26 ND 24 8.0 243 6 59.8 52.9 641 0.00



10/3/2015 11:50 27 25 23 21 26 24 ND 22 8.7 248 3 60.1 53.4 691 0.00



10/3/2015 11:55 26 23 23 26 25 48 ND 22 6.2 267 5 60.3 52.2 709 0.00



10/3/2015 12:00 23 25 25 33 25 41 ND 22 8.6 245 14 60.5 51.0 712 0.00



10/3/2015 12:05 23 24 24 26 26 26 ND 22 7.6 241 3 60.1 53.3 555 0.00



10/3/2015 12:10 22 26 28 22 27 23 ND 20 5.4 268 13 60.4 55.4 733 0.00



10/3/2015 12:15 24 25 24 29 28 29 ND 26 5.1 289 7 61.1 53.5 728 0.00



10/3/2015 12:20 28 27 25 26 30 39 ND 27 4.1 283 22 61.3 54.0 715 0.00



10/3/2015 12:25 31 27 26 28 29 42 ND 22 4.3 287 33 61.5 54.4 742 0.00



10/3/2015 12:30 30 27 29 35 31 33 ND 18 4.1 279 16 61.9 54.4 742 0.00



10/3/2015 12:35 30 29 28 29 31 40 ND 24 4.2 305 20 62.4 54.1 734 0.00



10/3/2015 12:40 31 31 28 28 30 32 ND 19 3.4 355 65 62.2 54.5 707 0.00



10/3/2015 12:45 31 32 28 29 31 34 ND 18 4.1 204 38 63.0 53.5 656 0.00



10/3/2015 12:50 30 31 27 28 30 33 ND 17 3.0 233 42 62.4 55.5 614 0.00



10/3/2015 12:55 30 28 27 27 29 32 ND 18 3.8 291 18 62.6 55.3 529 0.00



10/3/2015 13:00 28 28 27 25 35 32 ND 24 2.8 330 32 62.4 55.6 563 0.00



10/3/2015 13:05 29 27 27 25 28 30 ND 17 2.9 283 11 62.9 55.3 596 0.00



10/3/2015 13:10 28 25 28 23 26 29 ND 19 2.8 288 28 63.1 55.4 656 0.00



10/3/2015 13:15 27 25 26 31 26 27 ND 21 2.7 336 20 64.2 51.8 654 0.00



10/3/2015 13:20 26 25 26 28 25 57 ND 16 3.2 325 66 64.4 51.9 645 0.00



10/3/2015 13:25 27 23 26 24 24 31 ND 14 4.3 328 24 64.1 53.5 595 0.00



10/3/2015 13:30 27 22 26 25 24 28 ND 12 3.4 310 66 63.7 54.3 565 0.00



10/3/2015 13:35 28 23 27 24 26 28 ND 8 1.7 169 73 64.4 52.6 557 0.00



10/3/2015 13:40 27 21 28 28 25 25 ND 4 3.1 301 22 65.0 51.5 616 0.00



10/3/2015 13:45 27 23 26 26 23 28 ND 2 3.0 59 62 64.5 51.0 678 0.00



10/3/2015 13:50 27 22 23 25 24 27 ND 3 2.4 30 94 65.6 50.7 619 0.00



10/3/2015 13:55 27 21 25 25 23 26 ND 2 2.4 284 27 66.1 48.8 481 0.00



10/3/2015 14:00 26 22 27 23 28 28 ND 2 3.1 326 33 65.5 50.9 362 0.00



10/3/2015 14:05 28 23 25 25 23 27 ND 2 3.6 325 14 64.9 52.5 435 0.00



10/3/2015 14:10 27 24 30 23 24 37 ND 7 3.7 302 17 64.7 53.7 285 0.00



10/3/2015 14:15 25 24 31 23 25 31 ND 20 4.5 340 20 63.9 55.9 298 0.00



10/3/2015 14:20 24 23 27 24 26 27 ND 25 9.1 359 8 63.5 55.5 255 0.00











FMC OU 5-MINUTE MONITORING DATA



WD DAY



DATE AND TIME WS WD Sigma TEMP RH SOLAR PCP



(MST) ES-1 ES-2 ES-3 ES-4 ES-5 ES-6 ES-7 ES-8 mph deg deg °F % w/m2
inches



E-SAMPLER 5-MINUTE AVERAGE TSP VALUES (µg/m3)



5-MINUTE METEOROLOGICAL DATA VALUES



10/3/2015 14:25 22 24 22 22 27 27 ND 28 6.4 355 11 63.1 55.5 239 0.00



10/3/2015 14:30 20 22 26 22 26 25 ND 35 9.4 7 9 63.0 55.3 340 0.00



10/3/2015 14:35 19 23 24 20 24 24 ND 36 9.5 6 3 62.7 53.8 253 0.00



10/3/2015 14:40 21 26 24 22 25 23 ND 35 8.1 25 9 62.3 54.6 374 0.00



10/3/2015 14:45 23 25 27 23 27 27 ND 42 7.0 26 5 62.5 54.4 450 0.00



10/3/2015 14:50 24 26 27 23 26 26 ND 51 8.5 17 6 63.0 55.6 356 0.00



10/3/2015 14:55 24 25 23 23 28 28 ND 49 11.0 23 7 63.2 56.6 334 0.00



10/3/2015 15:00 22 26 23 22 25 26 ND 43 12.8 11 7 62.4 59.3 300 0.00



10/3/2015 15:05 18 26 19 18 24 21 ND 38 13.4 12 2 62.1 57.1 318 0.00



10/3/2015 15:10 14 24 16 14 21 18 ND 34 13.5 8 4 61.8 54.7 279 0.00



10/3/2015 15:15 13 18 14 11 16 15 ND 17 15.9 10 3 61.5 52.8 292 0.00



10/3/2015 15:20 12 15 13 9 16 16 ND 19 12.4 7 7 61.4 57.1 280 0.00



10/3/2015 15:25 13 15 14 11 16 15 ND 21 15.5 4 3 61.2 58.1 287 0.00



10/3/2015 15:30 14 17 15 10 ND 22 ND ND 14.8 8 3 60.6 59.2 263 0.00



10/3/2015 15:35 11 12 11 8 ND 14 ND ND 15.3 8 3 60.1 57.9 226 0.00



10/3/2015 15:40 8 3 8 7 ND 14 ND ND 14.3 3 3 60.0 59.0 202 0.00



10/3/2015 15:45 6 ND 9 6 ND 11 ND ND 13.8 8 4 60.0 61.1 190 0.00



10/3/2015 15:50 2 ND 8 7 ND 12 ND ND 15.5 9 5 59.8 62.2 183 0.00



10/3/2015 15:55 ND ND 5 6 ND 10 ND ND 14.7 11 3 59.4 64.3 177 0.00



10/3/2015 16:00 ND ND ND ND ND 20 ND ND 12.9 7 2 59.6 65.5 169 0.00



10/3/2015 16:05 ND ND ND ND ND 9 ND ND 13.1 11 2 59.7 62.7 159 0.00



10/3/2015 16:10 ND ND ND ND ND 8 ND ND 14.4 13 3 59.5 59.8 149 0.00



10/3/2015 16:15 ND ND ND ND ND 6 ND ND 13.5 25 2 59.4 58.0 143 0.00



10/3/2015 16:20 ND ND ND ND ND 8 ND ND 10.8 9 17 59.4 59.3 136 0.00



10/3/2015 16:25 ND ND ND ND ND 7 ND ND 9.4 5 12 59.5 60.1 130 0.00



10/3/2015 16:30 ND ND ND ND ND 7 ND ND 10.0 16 0 59.4 61.0 120 0.00



10/3/2015 16:35 ND ND ND ND ND 7 ND ND 13.0 22 2 59.3 61.0 111 0.00



10/3/2015 16:40 ND ND ND ND ND 6 ND ND 12.5 21 3 59.3 62.5 104 0.00



10/3/2015 16:45 ND ND ND ND ND 6 ND ND 11.0 22 4 59.4 63.7 97 0.00



10/3/2015 16:50 ND ND ND ND ND 5 ND ND 10.6 24 3 59.4 64.2 91 0.00



10/3/2015 16:55 ND ND ND ND ND 5 ND ND 12.4 25 2 59.4 63.9 86 0.00



10/3/2015 17:00 ND ND ND ND ND 5 ND ND 16.6 26 3 59.2 62.6 80 0.00



10/3/2015 17:05 ND ND ND ND ND 5 ND ND 13.6 27 2 59.0 64.0 77 0.00



10/3/2015 17:10 ND ND ND ND ND 7 ND ND 12.3 31 2 58.9 64.9 70 0.00



10/3/2015 17:15 ND ND ND ND ND 5 ND ND 10.7 35 5 58.8 65.3 67 0.00













From: Williams, Jonathan
To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: FMC Pneumatic Test Data Report - CSV files
Date: Friday, January 08, 2016 12:27:42 PM


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Friday, January 08, 2016 12:27 PM
To: Marguerite Carpenter <MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com>
Subject: FW: FMC Pneumatic Test Data Report - CSV files
 
Marjo:
 
Here’s the request we discussed briefly this morning.  Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2015 2:59 PM
To: Rob Hartman via Thru <Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com>
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: FMC Pneumatic Test Data Report - CSV files
 
Could you also send a CD of the Pneumatic Test Data Report?  I do not need it in that form but EPA
 has an ongoing FOIA request from Mr. Ken Lepic who will probably want to have a CD for his
 viewing pleasure.  Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Rob Hartman via Thru [mailto:Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com] 
Sent: Monday, September 21, 2015 9:29 AM
Cc: Williams, Jonathan
Subject: FMC Pneumatic Test Data Report - CSV files
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This email includes secure access to files: 
Access Secured Files Here - Expires Tuesday 9/29/2015 5:59 AM (UTC) 
* If the link above does not work, copy the following URL to a web browser:
 https://ft.mwhglobal.com/Desktop/Distro/Open/0216WS1DXJQ


Randall:  The above-subject zip file and extracted comma separated value (.csv) files are available for
 download.  Contact me should you experience difficulties downloading. Thanks, Rob


Other message recipients:
From: Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com
To: Ross.Randall@epa.gov
Cc: Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov, Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov
Reply To All


Thru Tracking: T478-021-73544-84475


Thru. Certified Online Delivery 
www.thruinc.com


This email contains information that may be confidential or privileged and may constitute inside information. The contents of this email
 are intended only for the recipient(s) listed above. If you are not the intended recipient, you are directed not to read, disclose, distribute
 or otherwise use this transmission. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender immediately and delete the
 transmission. Delivery of this message is not intended to waive any applicable privileges.
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From: Sheldrake, Beth
To: Gervais, Gregory; Fonseca, Silvina
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee; Williams, Jonathan
Subject: FW: FMC SITE REDEVELOPMENT AND USCs
Date: Thursday, January 07, 2016 12:10:29 PM
Attachments: FMC Pocatello Memo_121515.pdf


2015 CERCLA Parameters for Managing Relocated USC aterial.pdf


Hi, Greg and Silvina.  Happy New Year!  I am not sure whether Jonathan has shared these with you
 yet.  We are in the process of reviewing.  I will also send you the input we received from the Tribes.
 
Beth
 
________________________________________________________
Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10
Office of Environmental Cleanup
Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1
p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov
 
 


From: Lizanne Davis [mailto:Lizanne.Davis@fmc.com] 
Sent: Friday, December 18, 2015 3:39 PM
To: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: FMC SITE REDEVELOPMENT AND USCs
 


Attached/Below is email correspondence from Barry Crawford to Dennis
 McLerran.
 
Lizanne H. Davis
Director, Government Affairs
FMC Corporation
1050 K Street, NW
Suite 600
Washington, DC  20001
 
202.956.5211 (Office), 202.412.1055 (Cell)
202.956.5235 (Fax)
 
lizanne.davis@fmc.com
 
 


From: Barry Crawford 
Sent: Tuesday, December 15, 2015 4:44 PM
To: mclerran.dennis@epa.gov
Subject: FMC SITE REDEVELOPMENT AND USCs
 
Dear Dennis,
 
During our recent calls, we have discussed redevelopment and “Undocumented Subsurface
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Memorandum 



To:  Marguerite Carpenter, FMC Corporation  Date:  December 15, 2015 



From:  Teresa S. Bowers, Ph.D. 
Kurt Herman, M. Eng., P.G. 
Julie C. Lemay, MPH 
Ali Boroumand, Ph.D. 



   



Subject:  FMC Pocatello, Idaho – Evaluation of Off‐Site Disposal of USC Material and Sand 



 



Executive Summary 



FMC produced elemental phosphorous at its phosphate ore processing facility in Pocatello, Idaho from 
the late 1940s to 2001.  The site-wide grading that has been conducted as part of the ongoing remedial 
action at the facility under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act 
(CERCLA) has encountered phosphorus-containing materials, primarily at the facility's slag pile, that 
were not previously documented as to location.  The CERCLA site documentation refers to these as 
Undocumented Subsurface Conditions (USC) materials.  The presence of phosphorus in the USC 
materials creates potential hazards to the site workers who handle it due to the fact that phosphorus can 
burn when exposed to air and create irritant phosphorus pentoxide smoke, and can generate toxic 
phosphine gas if in contact with water (FMC 2015; US EPA Region X, 1998).  This memorandum 
compares the risks to human health and the environment for an on-site disposal option and an off-site 
disposal option, with the options defined as follows:   
 
 Option 1:  On-site consolidation and capping. 



 Option 2:  Drumming materials from both the former coke basin and RA-F2; transport and 
disposal at an incineration facility in East Liverpool, Ohio. 



 
Off-site disposal involves drumming and transport of USC materials in 55-gallon drums, which were 
assumed to hold 500 lb/drum.  Drumming of the material from both on-site locations1 is expected to 
produce 4,231 drums.  There are significantly increased risks to on-site workers, off-site truck drivers, 
and the general population with off-site disposal of the USC materials, as compared to the on-site disposal 
option.  
 
 The on-site risks resulting from the physical labor required to implement Option 2 (load drums by 



hand and prepare drums for transport) vs. Option 1 (consolidate and cap) are higher by a factor of 
52 for both risk of injury and risk of fatality.   



 The total risk of fatality for workers is almost 500 times more for workers in Option 2 than 
Option 1.   



 The total risk for worker injury is nearly 100 times greater in Option 2 than in Option 1. 



                                                      
1 The USC materials contain phosphorus-contaminated debris and sand.  The number of drums required is based on an 
assumption that only 33% of the sand will be entrained with the USC materials and included in what is placed into drums. 
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 Based on the truck route between Pocatello, Idaho and East Liverpool, Ohio, it is estimated that 
14% of the truck miles traveled would occur in urban or urban cluster areas.  If an estimated 1% 
of truck crashes that result in property damage also result in release of phosphine gas, then the 
risk of a chemical release in a populated area is 3.05 x 10-4.2 



 Option 2 has a total estimate of 0.13 persons injured or killed during transport due to truck 
crashes, based on a total travel distance of approximately 242,000 truck-miles (Table 2).   



 Transport is also associated with greenhouse gas emissions (negligible under Option 1).  Under 
Option 2, emissions would include over 35,000 lbs of CO2 and over 120 lbs of PM10.  



 In addition to the risk quantified above, risks would be increased for workers under Option 2 
because there is unknown amount of larger objects among the USC materials that may require 
mechanical crushing via a skid steer mounted hydraulic hammer or other type of crusher to fit 
into 55-gallon drums.   



 



Worker Injury and Fatality Rates 



 Background – Consideration of risks to workers during remediation is central to evaluating the 
short-term effectiveness Balancing Criteria under CERCLA and the National Contingency Plan 
(NCP):   



 The NCP requires consideration of "[p]otential impacts on workers during remedial action 
and the effectiveness and reliability of protective measures" during the evaluation of short-
term effectiveness (300.430(e)(9)(iii)(E)); 



 CERCLA states that "the potential threat to human health and the environment associated 
with excavation, transportation, and re-disposal, or containment" must be evaluated during 
remedy selection (9621(b)(1)(G)); 



 US EPA's (1988) Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Guidance states that 
"threats that may be posed to workers and the effectiveness and reliability of protective 
measures that would be taken" (p. 6-9) should be considered; 



 US EPA's (1991) Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund (RAGS) Part C states risks that 
occur during remedy implementation may be considered during the remedy selection phase, 
including the "potential for injury due to physical hazards" (p. 20). 



 Site-specific analysis: 



 At the FMC Site, Option 2 (Drumming and Off-site Transport) involves significantly more 
worker labor, including construction laborers and truck drivers, than Option 1.  The 
drumming portion of Option 2 involves significantly more contact with the USC material 
than Option 1.  As a consequence of this contact, the risks of worker injury due to exposure to 
phosphorus contaminated material is increased.  As a consequence, the occupational risks of 
worker fatalities and injuries associated with Option 2 are much higher than Option 1, as 
summarized in Table 1.  For Option 2, occupational injury and fatality risks increase by 
almost 100 and 500 times, respectively, over Option 1. 



 During the design of process safety controls, FMC targets a low fatality risk of 1x10-6 (1 in 
1,000,000).  While the risks of fatality under Option 1 (8x10-6) slightly exceed the FMC 



                                                      
2 Calculated as round-trip miles (242,269 miles) x Property damage accidents (89.9 per 100 million miles driven) x roads in 
urban populated areas (14%) x estimated percent of truck crashes (1%). 
3 0.094 injuries in large truck crashes + 0.0035 fatalities in large truck crashes = 0.098 total injuries and fatalities. 
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safety target, the risks of fatality for on-site workers under Option 2 (4.1x10-4) significantly 
exceeds the FMC worker safety target.  



 
Table 1  Occupational Injury and Fatality Rates 



Risk Category 
Option 1: 
On‐site 
Disposal 



Option 2:
Drumming 



All 
Materials 



Option 2: 
Transport All 
Materials 



Factor higher 
for Option 2  
vs. Option 1 



Weighted 
Average Injury 
Rate (per 
10,000 hours) 



1.4E‐01a 2.5E‐01a 2.3E‐01b ‐ 



Weighted 
Average 
Fatality Rate 
(per 10,000 
hours) 



5.5E‐04a 9.8E‐04a 8.8E‐03b ‐ 



Labor 
(Equivalent 
Worker Hours) 



144 4,200 4,033 ‐ 



Risk ()c of 
injury  
(number of 
injury incidents) 



2.0E‐03a 1.0E‐01a 9.4E‐02b Option 2: 99x 
 



Risk ()c of 
fatality 
(number of 
injury incidents) 



8.0E‐06a 4.1E‐04a 3.5E‐03b Option 2: 495x 
 



Probability of at 
least one 
fatality (P)d 



8.0E‐06a 4.1E‐04a 3.5E‐03b ‐ 



Notes: 
(a)   Rate of  incidents for on‐site workers only (US Dept. of Labor, 2009, 2011).    Incidents 
include fatal and non‐fatal injuries or illnesses of construction workers in private industry 
due  to  slips,  trips,  falls,  contact  with  objects,  overexertion,  transportation  accidents, 
exposure  to  harmful  substances  or  environment,  fires,  explosions,  violence,  injuries  by 
persons or animals. 
(b)   Rate of  incidents for truck drivers and general public  in a crash  involving  large trucks 
(US DOT, 2014). 



(c)  Risk () = equivalent worker hours x weighted average rate. 
(d)  (P) is estimated using a Poisson distribution, where P = 1 – e‐. 



 
In addition to injuries and fatalities due to accidental exposure to phosphorus-contaminated material, the 
likelihood of heat-related illnesses occurring in workers is increased when workers use personal 
protection equipment (PPE).  The BLS reports that 0.3% of nonfatal occupational injuries are related to 
heat or light (US Dept. of Labor, 2013).  During drumming, workers are protected from accidental 
exposure to phosphorus-contaminated material through the use of aluminized suits, face masks, and 
gauntlet gloves.  High temperature, high humidity, and direct sun exposure are the most important risk 
factors for heat-related illnesses.  OSHA recommends that precautions, including work/rest schedules, are 
implemented when the heat index is 91oF or greater (OSHA, 2015).  Rates of heat-related illnesses are 
also influenced by a number of other factors including climate, strenuousness of labor, work/rest cycles, 
medical conditions, fluid intake, physical fitness, and age. 
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Potential Exposure to Human Populations 



 An analysis of the potential route for trucks carrying hazardous substances using US DOT 
National Highway Network data and US DOT Hazardous Material Routes indicates the one-way 
distance from the site to the incineration facility is 1,954 miles (US DOT, 2015a,b; ESRI, 2015).  
The round trip distance for each truck is 3,908 miles.   



 The potential route from Pocatello, Idaho to East Liverpool, Ohio crosses 16 urbanized areas 
which include populations of 50,000 or more people and an additional 19 urban cluster areas 
which include populations of 2,500 to 50,000 people (US Census Bureau, 2015).  Approximately 
14% of the route traverses these urban areas.4 



 The transport of drummed materials is expected to involve a total round-trip distance5 of 242,000 
miles for Option 2 using US DOT Hazardous Material Routes.  Data indicate the risk of injury or 
fatality to non-workers and workers is 0.0000004 per mile.  Thus the total estimate for persons 
injured or killed during transport is 0.098 for Option 2 (Table 2). 



 
Table 2  Injuries and Fatalities Rates for Large Trucks 



Risk Category 
Risk 



Estimate 



Option 2 
Estimates of Risk for  



All Materials 



Injuries in Large Truck 
Crashes (persons per 
mile)  



3.90E‐07 0.094



Fatalities in Large Truck 
Crashes (persons per 
mile)  



1.50E‐08 0.0035



Total Injuries and Fatalities: 0.098



Notes: 
The  risks  are  calculated  as  Risk  Estimate  x  Distance  x  Trips.    Option  2 
assumes 62 truck trips to transport 4,231 drums.   
The  injury  and  fatality estimates developed here based on miles  traveled 
are  essentially  the  same  as  those  presented  in  the  table  above  that  are 
based on hours driving. 



 
 Truck crashes that do not involve injury or fatality (e.g., property damage only), occurred in 2012 



at a rate of 89.9 accidents per 100 million miles driven (US DOT, 2014).  Based on the total 
round-trip distance expected, the risk of a truck crash involving property damage alone under 
Option 2 is 0.22.  Some percentage of such accidents may result in a release of phosphine gas, 
with potential exposure of the surrounding population.  If we assume for illustrative purposes that 
1% of such crashes will result in a release of phosphorus contaminated materials, and take into 
account that 14% of the miles driven are in urban or urban cluster areas, this yields the risk of a 
chemical release in an urban area of 3.0 x 10-4 for Option 2.   



 



                                                      
4 The one-way distance 1,953 miles includes 275 miles (14%) of roads in urban areas or clusters. 
5 Option 2 assumes 62 truck trips traveling 3,908 round-trip miles for a total of 242,269 miles.     
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Greenhouse Gas Generation 



 While onsite air emissions associated with Option 2 are expected to be minimal, our calculations 
indicate that greenhouse gas emissions associated with transporting 4,231 drums from Pocatello, 
Idaho to East Liverpool, Ohio using the hazardous substance-specific routes would be significant.  
For Option 2, greenhouse gases may be produced during transport as detailed in Table 3.  



 Option 2 mileage (242,269 round-trip miles) results in the release of approximately 120 pounds 
each of respirable particulates of either size fraction 2.5 micrometers or 10 micrometers, 240 
pounds each of volatile organic compound emissions or total hydrocarbon emissions, 1,200 
pounds of carbon monoxide, nearly 5,000 pounds of nitrogen oxides, and 35,000 pounds of 
carbon dioxide (Table 3). 



 Additional greenhouse gas emissions associated with incinerating the contaminated material are 
not included in the emissions estimates, but could also be estimated.   



 
Table 3  Greenhouse Gas Emissions Rates 



Pollutant  
Option 2 (Transport of total 
materials in 4,231 drums)  



Pounds 



VOC  243  



THC  246  



CO  1,279  



NOx  4,909  



PM2.5  115  



PM10  124  



CO2  35,251  
Note:  
The  estimates  for  CO2  were  calculated  based  on  2017  US  EPA 
Emissions  standards  for  low  roof,  sleeper  cab  tractors  (US  EPA, 
2011).    All  other  pollutant  estimates were  calculated  based  on 
Average  In‐Use Emissions  for heavy‐duty, diesel,  long‐haul  semi‐
tractor trailer rigs (US EPA, 2008). 
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CERCLA parameters for managing Undocumented Subsurface Condition materials 
relocated during remedial action implementation at the FMC Operable Unit of the 



Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site  



December 15, 2015 



 



A. Executive Summary 



 



The management of Undocumented Subsurface Condition (USC) materials encountered 



during remedial action site‐wide grading work at the FMC Operable Unit (OU) is an issue 



that the CERCLA Area of Contamination (AOC) policy, established under the NCP, is 



designed to address.  This memorandum evaluates the CERCLA parameters for 



management of these materials and concludes that given the widespread and contiguous 



contaminated areas at the FMC OU, encompassing the areas where the USC materials were 



encountered and where they have been re‐located, the AOC policy authorizes their 



management on‐site within the CERCLA remedial action.  Applying the AOC policy here also 



is consistent with EPA Region 10 Records of Decisions and supporting evaluations at other 



CERCLA sites.  Those Region 10 decisions, involving contiguous contaminated areas similar 



to those found at the FMC OU, demonstrate a consistent approach to designating broadly 



delineated AOCs in the CERCLA context.  Further, on‐site management of the USC materials 



is consistent with the remedial action selected in the Interim Amendment to the Record of 



Decision (IRODA) for the FMC OU (September 2012) and avoids the likely need for 



generating substantial CERCLA documentation supporting off‐site shipment.  For these 



reasons the AOC policy should be utilized in this instance to facilitate on‐site USC 



containment. 



 



B. Background 



FMC Corporation (FMC) has encountered Undocumented Subsurface Conditions (USCs) 



involving elemental phosphorus (P4)‐contaminated materials during the site‐wide grading 



work conducted in 2014 and 2015 as part of the FMC Operable Unit (OU) interim remedial 



action.  By volume almost all the USC materials have been encountered at the slag pile, 



Remediation Area (RA) F, and in particular at the former slag pile landfill designated RA‐F2 



that accounts for approximately 68% of the material.   





laureel


Typewritten Text





laureel


Typewritten Text





laureel


Typewritten Text





laureel


Typewritten Text





laureel


Typewritten Text





laureel


Typewritten Text











 
Page 2 



 



The USC materials largely have consisted of furnace digout and rebuild waste contaminated 



with P4 from furnace operations.  The FMC OU Supplemental Remedial Investigation (SRI) 



Report (May 2009) documented historic disposal of this type of waste at RA‐F2.  Tables 1 



and 2 of the IRODA summarize the types of fill material within each RA.  Table 1 specifically 



lists “Furnace digout/rebuild” wastes as among the types of wastes known to exist at RA‐F2.  



The IRODA requires FMC to cover RA‐F2, along with other RAs that include non‐slag fill, with 



an evapotranspiration (ET) cap.  Figure 1 from the IRODA, included as Attachment 1 here, 



depicts the overall FMC OU and the delineated RAs where capping and other remedial 



action is required.     



 



Encountering USCs including P4‐contaminated material was anticipated at Section 4.3.4 of 



the Emergency Response Plan (ERP, July 2014) that FMC developed as a required 



deliverable under the June 2013 RD/RA Unilateral Administrative Order (UAO).  When USC 



materials have been encountered, FMC contractors have safely managed them in 



accordance with the ERP to minimize worker risks.   



The figure included here as Attachment 2 depicts the widespread locations where USC 



materials were identified.  Though by volume most of these materials originated at RA‐F, 



approximately 40 of the 217 USC events involved materials at other RAs that originated 



where they were found.  To ensure worker safety and minimize disruption to the site‐wide 



grading work the USC materials typically were relocated to other areas.  As of October 30, 



2015, the total volume of relocated USC material, not including sand that was added to the 



material to prevent P4 oxidation, is 860 CY; including sand the total quantity is 



approximately 1,275 CY.   



After consultation with and approval from the EPA Remedial Project Manager (RPM), 



initially the USC materials and sand (referred to from this point as simply USC materials) 



were taken to the former coke basins located within RA‐A.  When the limited capacity of 



the coke basins was reached, the EPA RPM approved taking the USC materials to a second 



location, consisting of a levelled and non‐engineered area at the former plant landfill 



designated as RA‐F2, located within RA‐F.  Both of these locations are shown on the 



annotated FMC OU Remediation Area map that is Attachment 3 here.      



Approximately 351 CY of USC materials were taken to the RA‐A coke basins.  Approximately 



509 CY of this material was taken to RA‐F2.  That volume is not expected to increase as the 



planned site‐wide grading phase and associated excavation and grading of site fill materials, 



including crushing and screening of slag, was completed on October 30, 2015.     
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C. CERCLA parameters for management and disposition of the USC materials relocated 



during the FMC OU interim remedial action  
 



The FMC OU interim remedial action has progressed from site‐wide grading to initiation of 



ET cap construction under EPA‐approved work plans and other RD/RA deliverables.  Gamma 



cap construction will commence at IRODA‐specified areas, including areas of slag fill, when 



the needed EPA approvals are in place and site conditions permit.  As cap construction 



commences, it becomes essential to define the long‐term management of the relocated 



USC materials.  EPA has suggested that the USC materials at both the RA‐A coke basins and 



RA‐F2 should be placed into containers and shipped to an appropriately permitted off‐site 



disposal facility.  The following analysis demonstrates that it is entirely consistent with 



CERCLA parameters to consolidate all the USC material at RA‐F2 and cover it with the ET cap 



that the IRODA specifies for that area.    



 



1. On‐site USC material management and disposition promotes IRODA objectives 



 



Consolidation of the USC materials at RA‐F2 and protection under an ET cap is not only 



consistent with but also strongly supported by the IRODA.  On‐site disposition aligns with 



basic tenets of the IRODA:  



 



a. Remediation of P4‐containing material on‐site rather than excavation and 
shipment off‐site 



 



The IRODA recognizes the safety and environmental risks inherent in excavating, 



containerizing and shipping P4‐contaminated material to an off‐site disposal facility.  



Primarily for this reason, it selected on‐site management of this material.  The IRODA states 



at Section 11.5 that “[s]ignificant human health risks arise for remedial workers, workers at 



nearby facilities, and any emergency responders from excavating, transporting, and treating 



large volumes of elemental phosphorus‐contaminated waste.”   



 



Although this finding was made in the context of evaluating the potential excavation and 



treatment of P4‐contaminated soils that in some FMC OU areas extend to significant 



depths, it is very much relevant to potential containerization and off‐site shipment of the 



USC material.  There would be significant worker risks in often manually placing the USC 



material into 55‐gallon drums, which would be the required shipment container under U.S. 



Department of Transportation regulations.  And the risks to emergency responders and 
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workers at the receiving disposal facility in handling this P4‐contaminated material would 



be similar to those the IRODA found unacceptable.  It is true that the USC material volume 



is far less than the volume of P4‐contaminated soil that the IRODA was addressing.  But the 



duration and degree of worker exposure involved in placing that material into 55‐gallon 



drums would be substantial.  Off‐site shipment of all the USC material that has been 



relocated to RA‐A and RA‐F2 has been estimated to involve 4‐6 weeks of preparation work, 



35‐37 weeks of field work, packaging the material into 4,289 to 4,595 drums, and 63 to 66 



truckloads to transport the drums across the country to the TSD facility in Ohio that is the 



closest facility that has preliminarily indicated that it could accept the material.  The same 



rationale the IRODA found compelling for managing P4‐contaminated material on‐site also 



applies to the USC materials.          



 



b. Minimizing risks to worker health and safety from handling even small quantities 
of P4‐contaminated material 
 



While worker risks from handling P4‐contaminated material was among the factors cited in 



the IRODA for selecting on‐site management of this material rather than off‐site disposal, 



worker protection was an important IRODA remedy selection factor in its own right.  As 



stated at Section 13.1.12 of the IRODA, “[t]he smoke and gases that were generated and 



the fires that at times resulted from FMC’s handling of these comparatively small quantities 



[of P4‐contaminated materials], and from FMC operations more generally, posed 



potentially significant risks to human health.”  The “significant risks” to workers from 



handling even nominal amounts of P4 material was an independent factor leading the 



IRODA to select a remedy that minimized worker exposure.  This same factor leads to 



selection of on‐site disposition of the P4‐containing USC material.  Selecting off‐site disposal 



would undermine IRODA objectives.      



 



2. The USC materials were encountered and relocated during performance of IRODA‐
required remedial action 
 



The USC materials that FMC relocated to the coke basins at RA‐A and the former plant 



landfill at RA‐F2 were encountered during the performance of site‐wide grading that was 



required under Section 10.2 of the IRODA, the RD/RA UAO, and the EPA‐approved Remedial 



Action Work Plan for Site‐Wide Grading Phase (September 2014).  A major element of the 



grading work was establishing the design subgrade elevations required for ET and gamma 



cap placement, including at RA‐F and associated RA‐F2 where most of the USC material has 



been encountered.  The removal and relocation of USC material was done entirely in the 
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context of the FMC OU remedial action implementation and within the immediate 



remediation area, not outside that, and thus CERCLA parameters including allowance for 



contaminant relocation within the work area apply.  This is in contrast to the situation 



evaluated by In the Matter of U.S. Department of Energy Hanford Nuclear Reservation, 



Respondent, Docket No. RCRA‐10‐99‐0106, 2000 WL 356388 (EPA ALJ, February 9, 2000).  In 



that decision the EPA administrative law judge determined that the CERCLA parameter at 



issue there, the CERCLA Section 121(e)(1) permit exemption, did not apply to relocation and 



storage of CERCLA well maintenance hazardous waste within the overall Hanford site but at 



an entirely separate portion of that site.  In contrast, the USC materials were relocated 



within the remediation area itself and not at some unconnected location.          



 



3. Relocation of materials within the FMC OU is an inherent part of the soil remedial 
action  
 



The soil remediation required under the IRODA includes construction of extensive ET and 



gamma caps and FMC OU‐wide grading to manage stormwater run‐off.  This work 



necessarily involves the movement of substantial amounts of material on‐site, including the 



slope contouring and relocation of materials specified in the Remedial Action Work Plan for 



Site‐Wide Grading Phase to establish the required subgrade for cap construction.  Thus not 



only was the USC material encountered and relocated in the course of the required 



remedial action, its relocation was consistent with the overall large‐scale movement of 



materials including hazardous substances and other contaminants within the FMC OU that 



is inherent in carrying out IRDOA and RD/RA UAO requirements.              



 



4. Application of CERCLA Area of Contamination parameters to the relocation of USC 
materials to the RA‐A former coke basins and RA‐F2 former slag pile landfill area 
and consolidation of these materials at RA‐F2  
 



a. Area of Contamination policy 
 



The USC materials that have been relocated to the former coke basins at RA‐A and the area 



of the former plant landfill at RA‐F2 were removed from where they were encountered 



because they were contaminated with sufficient concentrations of P4 to create worker risks 



from P4 oxidation and associated burning and smoking.  Though its position is that P4‐



contaminated waste does not exhibit any hazardous characteristic under EPA‐prescribed 



protocols, FMC has agreed to manage generated P4‐contaminated material that may burn 



or smoke as a hazardous waste.   











 
Page 6 



 



 
EPA rulemaking associated with promulgation of the CERCLA National Contingency Plan 



(NCP) at 40 CFR Part 300 in 1990 and subsequent EPA guidance have created guidelines for 



managing RCRA hazardous wastes that are generated in the course of CERCLA remediation.  



A succinct statement of this policy is set forth in an EPA guidance memorandum entitled 



Management of Remediation Waste Under RCRA, dated October 14, 1998:    



 
Area of Contamination Policy.  In what is typically referred to as the area of 
contamination (AOC) policy, EPA interprets RCRA to allow certain discrete areas of 
generally dispersed contamination to be considered RCRA units (usually landfills).  
Because an AOC is equated to a RCRA land‐based unit, consolidation and in situ 
treatment of hazardous waste within the AOC do not create a new point of 
hazardous waste generation for purposes of RCRA.  This interpretation allows wastes 
to be consolidated or treated in situ within an AOC without triggering land disposal 
restrictions or minimum technology requirements.  The AOC interpretation may be 
applied to any hazardous remediation waste (including non‐media wastes) that is in 
or on the land. 



 
The CERCLA AOC policy was first articulated in the preambles to the 1988 proposed and 



1990 final NCP rulemaking, and these rulemaking‐associated statements provide the 



foundation for and most authoritative definition of the policy.  The preamble for the final 



NCP rulemaking in 1990 articulated the policy as follows:      



 
The preamble [for the 1988 proposed NCP rule] also discussed when a CERCLA 
action constitutes “land disposal,” defined as placement into a land disposal unit 
under section 3004(k) of RCRA, which triggers several significant requirements, 
including RCRA land disposal restrictions (LDRs) and closure requirements (when a 
unit is closed).  It equated an area of contamination (AOC), consisting of continuous 
contamination of varying amounts and types at a CERCLA site, to a single RCRA 
land disposal unit, and stated that movement within the unit does not constitute 
placement.  It also stated that placement occurs when waste is redeposited after 
treatment in a separate unit (e.g., incinerator or tank), or when waste is moved from 
one AOC to another. Placement does not occur when waste is consolidated within 
an AOC, when it is treated in situ, or when it is left in place. 



 
55 FR 8666, 8758 (March 8, 1990) (emphasis added). 
 



In contrast to hazardous waste management units at a RCRA facility, CERCLA sites 
often do not involve discrete waste management units, but rather involve land areas 
on or in which there can be widespread areas of generally dispersed contamination. 
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Thus, determining the boundaries of the RCRA land disposal “unit,” for which section 
3004(k) would require application of the LDRs at these sites, is not always self‐
evident. 
  
EPA generally equates the CERCLA area of contamination with a single RCRA land‐
based unit, usually a landfill. 54 FR 41444 (December 21, 1988). The reason for this 
is that the RCRA regulatory definition of “landfill” is generally defined to mean a land 
disposal unit which does not meet the definition of any other land disposal unit, and 
thus is a general “catchall” regulatory definition for land disposal units. As a result, a 
RCRA “landfill” could include a non‐discrete land area on or in which there is 
generally dispersed contamination. Thus, EPA believes that it is appropriate 
generally to consider CERCLA areas of contamination as a single RCRA land‐based 
unit, or “landfill.”  However, since the definition of “landfill” would not include 
discrete, widely separated areas of contamination, the RCRA “unit” would not 
always encompass an entire CERCLA site. 



 



55 FR 8666, 8760 (emphasis added).   
 



b. The FMC OU Remediation Areas designated in the IRODA do not establish 
CERCLA AOC boundaries 
 



During the SRI and Supplemental Feasibility Study (SRI/SFS) process, the FMC OU was 



divided first into “Remediation Units” and then “Remediation Areas” based on similarities in 



contiguous area characteristics that warranted evaluation of similar remedial approaches.  



The IRODA at Section 2.4 adopted this same division of the site because it facilitated the 



remedy selection analysis and allowed remediation requirements to be defined specifically 



for each RA.     



 



The RAs establish the boundaries for similar remedial action.  They generally do not reflect 



discrete boundaries of site contamination.   As shown on IRODA Figure 1, attached here, all 



the FMC OU RAs south of Highway 30—encompassing all the RAs where USCs have been 



encountered, including RA‐A and RA‐F2 where the USC materials have been relocated—are 



contiguous.  CERCLA remediation is required at all of those RAs.  Contaminants, associated 



risks, and remediation requirements differ, but contamination extends across the 



boundaries of all the RAs south of Highway 30.  The RA designations do not constitute 



CERCLA AOC boundaries.   



 



 











 
Page 8 



 



c. EPA criteria support designating all the FMC OU RAs south of Highway 30 as a 
single CERCLA AOC 
 



As cited above from the preamble to the 1990 NCP final rule regarding delineation of 



CERCLA AOCs, “since the definition of ‘landfill’ would not include discrete, widely separated 



areas of contamination, the RCRA ‘unit’ would not always encompass an entire CERCLA 



site.”  Conversely, where contamination is contiguous and neither “discrete” nor “widely 



separated,” as is the case for the FMC OU RAs south of Highway 30, the affected area 



consists of a single RCRA “unit” and a single CERCLA AOC.  The 1990 NCP preamble text 



cited above expressly references the possibility that an entire CERCLA site can constitute a 



CERLCA AOC; by the same token it acknowledges that an AOC can encompass large 



subareas of a site.  These criteria support designating all the RAs south of Highway 30 as a 



single CERCLA AOC.     



 



The IRODA and the widespread site contamination that spans the RAs reinforce this 



conclusion.  As discussed above, IRODA Figure 1 depicts all the RAs south of Highway 30 as 



contiguous.  Further, IRODA Tables 1 and 2 describe all of these RAs as containing surface or 



subsurface fill material, further supporting their designation as a single AOC sharing the 



characteristics of a landfill.  Among the types of materials that are distributed widely among 



the RAs are the USC materials themselves.  As shown on the figure included as Attachment 



2, these materials originated not only in RA‐F but also RA‐G, RA‐H, RA‐C, RA‐B, RA‐E, and 



RA‐D.          
 



d. RA‐A and RA‐F2 where the USC materials have been relocated are in the 
same CERCLA AOC and those materials can be consolidated at RA‐F2  
 



The above factors demonstrate that all the FMC OU RAs south of Highway 30 comprise a 



single CERCLA AOC.  This conclusion is even stronger with respect to the two locations 



within this area to which the USC materials have been moved—the former coke basins at 



RA‐A and the former slag landfill at RA‐F2.  These two locations are connected through 



contiguous RAs, i.e., contiguous contaminated fill areas, all of which are subject to IRODA 



and RD/RA UAO remedial action requirements.  At the completion of the soil interim 



remedial action, RA‐F2 and RA‐A and the entire area between them will be covered with 



either an ET or gamma cap.  RA‐F2 and RA‐A thus are connected by continuous though 



varying types of contamination, and are neither “discrete” nor “widely separated.”   
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A further factor connecting these RAs is that that both of them, and all the RAs between 



them, share not only geographic contiguity but also similar types of waste.  This includes 



slag, a remedial action‐driving material whose presence triggers an IRODA requirement for 



placement of a gamma cap as a minimum.    



 
Based on the CERCLA AOC criteria and site‐specific factors discussed above, RA‐A and RA‐F2 



are located in the same AOC.  RA‐F, which encompasses RA‐F2, also is located within this 



same AOC due to the contiguous contamination between them and the additional fact that 



all contain slag as a significant common contaminant.  The movement of USC materials 



between these areas thus does not constitute RCRA waste generation, and RCRA land 



disposal restrictions, minimum technological requirements and other RCRA disposal 



requirements do not apply.  Under CERCLA AOC parameters the USC materials relocated to 



RA‐F2 can remain there, and the USC materials currently located at RA‐A can be 



consolidated there, all to be covered with the similar materials already present at RA‐F2 



with an ET cap.       



 
e. The USC material receiving area at RA‐F2 is not a separate RCRA unit/CERCLA 



AOC from RA‐A, RA‐F and the remainder of RA‐F2 
 



As discussed above, RA‐A, RA‐F and its encompassed RA‐F2 subarea are in the same CERCLA 



AOC (as are all the other RAs south of Highway 30).  Nothing associated with excavating a 



level area at RA‐F2 for receiving relocated USC material changes that.  That receiving area 



remains, in RCRA terms, a landfill like the rest of the CERCLA AOC in which it is situated.  It is 



intended to function as a permanent repository for the USC material, to be covered with an 



ET cap, and thus it is not a RCRA waste pile intended for temporary staging of the material.  



Nor is it an impoundment, land treatment facility, injection well, or any other type of RCRA 



unit other than a landfill.  Thus the USC material receiving area at RA‐F2 is fully part of the 



CERCLA AOC that encompasses it.  There are no grounds from excluding it from the CERCLA 



AOC that as pertinent here includes at a minimum RA‐A, RA‐F and RA‐F2 itself.     



 
f. EPA Region 10 has categorized or accepted designation of wide areas, 



including entire sites, as CERCLA AOCs at other Superfund sites 
 
The following are examples of Superfund sites where EPA Region 10 has applied the CERCLA 



AOC policy broadly within the remedial action context.   
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 McCormick and Baxter Creosoting Company Superfund Site, Portland 
Oregon   



 
CERCLA remedial action at this site required excavation of soil and other media that, 



without establishment of a CERCLA AOC, would be considered generated for RCRA purposes 



when excavated and require management as a listed or characteristic hazardous waste.  



The March 1996 Record of Decision (ROD) included an extensive discussion of the CERCLA 



AOC policy and the difficulties of proceeding with remediation without the flexibility that 



policy would provide.  Based on those considerations, the ROD stated at page 53 that 



“[b]ecause the entire McCormick & Baxter site is contaminated to varying degrees, DEQ 



[the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality] and EPA have designated the entire site 



an AOC.”   



 



 Taylor Lumber and Treating Superfund Site, Sheridan, Oregon 
 



This site involved primarily pentachlorophenol contamination of the facility soils and 



groundwater.  The September 2005 ROD required groundwater extraction and treatment 



and soil excavation, consolidation and capping.  Both the extracted groundwater and 



excavated soils were expected to constitute listed or characteristic hazardous waste.  The 



ROD allowed on‐site management of these materials under CERCLA AOC principles, 



avoiding the applicability of RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions or other RCRA requirements to 



these wastes:  “Because the West Facility [which comprised the entire Superfund site] 



meets the requirements to be an Area of Contamination (AOC), LDRs are not applicable if 



wastes are consolidated within the AOC, capped in place, or processed within the AOC (but 



not in a separate unit, such as a tank) to improve its structural stability.”     



 



 Bunker Hill Mining and Metallurgical Complex Operable Unit 3, Coeur 
d’Alene River basin, Idaho  



 
The 2002 EPA ROD for this OU specified that contaminated soils would be removed from 



residential and some non‐residential areas to protect Silver Valley residents from exposure 



to metals, and stated that the removed soil would be stored in secure repositories.  One of 



those repositories was the East Mission Flats (EMF) Repository.  As stated in the East 



Mission Flats 90% Remedial Design Report, EPA accepted delineation of a broad CERCLA 



AOC that encompassed the repository location and areas beyond that:   
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The EMF Repository is located in an area that has existing contamination from 
deposition of mining waste; therefore, it is considered to be within the Area of 
Contamination (AOC).  The AOC includes source areas of mine and mill sites in the 
upper South Fork of the Coeur d’Alene River valley, and depositional areas such as 
the 100‐year floodplain in the lower river valley, west of Cataldo, Idaho.  Siting 
repositories in the AOC is an implementation policy of the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and Idaho Department of Environmental 
Quality (IDEQ).  The location of EMF is consistent with this policy.   



 



 Red Devil Mine Site CERCLA removal action, Red Devil, Alaska 
 



Under its authorized CERCLA authorities, the Department of the Interior Bureau of Land 



Management supervised contaminated soil removal and stockpiling at this site.  The Red 



Devil Mine 2005/2006 Contaminated Soil Stockpiling and Debris Removal Report (June 



2007) states the following at page 3: 



 
Under EPA oversight, the BLM has implemented an Area of Contamination (AOC) 
policy at the Red Devil Mine site.  The AOC grants BLM flexibility in managing mine 
wastes without prompting EPA land disposal restrictions.  The AOC encompasses the 
portion of the mine to the east of Red Devil Creek and includes the former retort 
building. 



 



 Northwest Pipe and Casing Company/ Hall Process Company Soil 
Operable Unit (OU 1), Clackamas County, Oregon 



 
The June 2000 EPA ROD for this OU addressed remediation of contaminated soil and debris 



at the site.  Pipe coating operations at the facility used coal tar, polyethylene epoxy and 



other coating materials that resulted in soil and groundwater contamination at the 53‐acre 



facility.  Most of the pipe coating operation took place at a 32‐acre portion of the facility 



known as Parcel B, where various pipe manufacturing and coating operations took place.  



EPA designated that entire, heterogeneous Parcel as a CERCLA AOC:   



 
This ROD establishes an Area of Contamination (AOC) for VOC‐contaminated soil, 
which encompasses Parcel B.  Pursuant to EPA policy, because an AOC is equated to 
a RCRA land‐based unit, consolidation and in‐situ treatment of hazardous waste 
within the AOC do not create a new point of hazardous waste generation for 
purposes of RCRA.  Therefore, soil within the AOC may be consolidated or treated in‐
situ without triggering RCRA land disposal restrictions (LDRs) or minimum technology 
requirements.   
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5. Needed EPA documentation regarding selected approach for USC material 
disposition  



 
Section XXVI of the June 2013 RD/RA UAO and the EPA On‐Scene Coordinator authorities 



specified at 40 CFR §300.120 provide EPA with the authority to approve and require 



consolidating at RA‐F2 the USC material relocated there and at RA‐A, to be covered under 



the ET cap that the IRODA specifies for RA‐F2.  Because this would be consistent with the 



on‐site soil consolidation and remediation that the IRODA selected, this would be a 



“nonsignificant” change to the IRODA under the applicable NCP criteria specified at 55 FR 



8666, 8772 (March 8, 1990) and could be documented in a directive issued to FMC.   



 



In contrast, directing that part of all of the relocated USC material must be placed into 



containers and shipped to an off‐site treatment and disposal facility would vary significantly 



from the on‐site remediation approach selected by the IRODA.  Such an EPA decision likely 



would require preparation of an Explanation of Significant Differences document (ESD), 



under the guidelines specified in EPA’s Guide to Preparing Superfund Proposed Plans, 



Records of Decision, and other Remedy Selection Decision Documents (OSWER 9200.1 23P, 



July 1999).   



 
D. Conclusion 
 
Consolidating at RA‐F2 the USC material taken to RA‐A and RA‐F2 and addressing that in the 



on‐site CERCLA remediation can and should be the course of action here, for the following 



reasons: 



 It promotes the IRODA objective of managing P4‐contaminated material on‐



site within the FMC OU 



 It promotes the IRODA objective of protecting the health and safety of 



remediation workers, first responders, workers at potential treatment and 



disposal facilities, and the general public along transportation routes if the 



materials were shipped off‐site 



 It is consistent with the CERCLA AOC policy, as articulated in the NCP 



rulemaking and EPA guidance and as applied in practice by EPA Region 10 at 



other CERCLA sites.        
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 Conditions” (USC) materials at the FMC Pocatello site.  This message provides an update on both
 issues.
 
On the subject of redevelopment, I am excited to report that FMC has signed a lease with Valley
 Agronomics for redevelopment of a portion of the Pocatello site.    We expect to make the formal
 public announcement tomorrow.
 
The Valley Agronomics project reflects a capital investment of $12 million and at full scale will
 employ 60-70 people.  The initial phase of the redevelopment will encompass approximately 15
 acres on the former plant site.  A second phase of development will encompass an additional 12
 acres across Highway 30 from the former plant site, where warehousing and retail operations will
 be located.  Both parcels are outside of the Fort Hall Reservation.
 
Valley Agronomics is a partnership between Valley Wide Cooperative and WinField Solutions, LLC,
 which is a Land O’Lakes company.  Valley Wide Cooperative is an Idaho-based co-op with multiple
 farm service locations throughout Idaho, Oregon, and Wyoming.
 
When in operation, the facility will provide specialized fertilizer blends to Snake River Plain farmers
 and ranchers.  Given the agricultural economy of Southeast Idaho and the Fort Hall Reservation in
 particular (20% of the land base is dedicated to farming), the project will provide significant benefits
 to the community.   I am hopeful that this redevelopment will also set the standard for additional
 redevelopment opportunities at the site, especially the land within the Reservation.
 
My staff met with your staff last week to discuss how to move this redevelopment project forward. 
 Representatives of Valley Agronomics, IDEQ and the Shoshone Bannock Tribes also participated in
 that meeting.  I appreciate your staff’s continuing efforts to support this project.  There remains a
 great deal of work to be done to ensure that construction can begin in mid-February, 2016, in order
 to meet market demand in the Fall of 2016.   There is also a great deal of work to be done to
 coordinate that construction with construction of FMC’s remedial action.  You have my commitment
 that we will work diligently on both fronts.
 
On the subject of USCs, you may recall that USC materials contain embedded elemental
 phosphorus.  We have encountered them during site-wide grading and relocated them within the
 remediation area as necessary to protect workers and allow the grading work to proceed. 
 
I’m attaching a copy of a risk evaluation report by our consultant, Gradient.  The report details the
 occupational, transportation and practical risks associated with drumming the USC materials and
 transporting them to an Ohio facility for incineration rather than including them within the remedial
 action and covering them onsite.  The second document I’m attaching here is a legal analysis
 drafted by our outside counsel.  This analysis shows that the on-site management of these materials
 is consistent with EPA’s CERCLA “Area of Contamination” policy and with Region 10 decisions
 applying this policy at other sites.  Both of these documents provide compelling information and
 demonstrate that on-site disposition is the safest and most environmentally protective method for
 managing the USC materials at the Pocatello site.
 







After you and your staff have had the opportunity to review these documents, I would like to visit
 with you to find a path to resolution of this issue. 
 
Regards,
 
Barry Crawford


 








From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Zavala, Bernie
Cc: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: FMC monitoring wells
Date: Friday, January 08, 2016 10:05:28 AM


FYI.  Sorry about not copying you and Scott on this e-mail to Susan.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Thursday, January 07, 2016 4:11 PM
To: 'Susan Hanson' <susanh@ida.net>; Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: FMC monitoring wells
 
No, for reasons discussed during the teleconference with EPA, the Tribes, and IDEQ yesterday.  I
 called Marjo Carpenter this morning, and again a few minutes ago, asking to talk with her about our
 conversation.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Susan Hanson [mailto:susanh@ida.net] 
Sent: Thursday, January 07, 2016 3:58 PM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: FMC monitoring wells
 
Jonathan:
 
Does EPA still plan to request FMC drill monitoring wells to determine the extent of the
 AFLB?



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=EB63580F70DD4D598779BB89417DEECC-WILLIAMS, JONATHAN

mailto:Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov

mailto:Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov

mailto:McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov

mailto:williams.jonathan@epa.gov

mailto:susanh@ida.net

mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com

mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov





Susan Hanson
 


Begin forwarded message:


From: Marguerite Carpenter <MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com>
Date: January 5, 2016 at 2:35:08 PM MST
To: Bernie Zavala <zavala.bernie@epa.gov>, "Bruce Olenick
 (bruce.olenick@deq.idaho.gov)" <bruce.olenick@deq.idaho.gov>, Doug Tanner
 <Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov>, Ed Greutert <greutert_ed@bah.com>,
 "Hanson, Susan" <susanh@ida.net>, "Jonathan Williams
 (Williams.jonathan@Epamail.epa.gov)" <Williams.jonathan@Epamail.epa.gov>,
 Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>, Scott Miller
 <scott.miller@deq.idaho.gov>
Cc: Dave Heineck <davidh@SummitLaw.com>, Rob Hartman
 <Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com>
Subject: Recall: Proposed locations of monitoring wells


Marguerite Carpenter would like to recall the message, "Proposed locations of
 monitoring wells".
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Kelly Wright
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: RE: AFLB north of plant--December 23 conference call follow up
Date: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 2:38:51 PM


Kelly:
 
I’ve been receiving this error message repeatedly the past few months when e-mailing Susan.  Others have too.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Microsoft Outlook 
Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 2:21 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan
Subject: Undeliverable: RE: AFLB north of plant--December 23 conference call follow up
 


m0086981.mta.everyone.net rejected your message to the following email addresses:


susanh@ida.net (susanh@ida.net)
Your message couldn't be delivered because the recipient's email system reported the following error: '550 Recipient Rejected: Mailbox would exceed maximum allowed storage'. It's possible it's a temporary issue with their email system. Try to resend the message. If the problem continues, contact the
 recipient by some other means (by phone for example) and ask them to tell their email admin about the problem. Be sure to give them the error above, as it will better help them diagnose the problem.


For Email Administrators
This error is being returned by the recipient's email system but it doesn't include a valid, specific, enhanced SMTP status code, making it difficult to assess exactly what the problem is. Please carefully examine the error reported by the recipient's email system to help diagnose and troubleshoot the problem.
 Only the recipient's email admin will be able to fix this.


m0086981.mta.everyone.net gave this error:
Recipient Rejected: Mailbox would exceed maximum allowed storage


Diagnostic information for administrators:


Generating server: BY2PR09MB0769.namprd09.prod.outlook.com


susanh@ida.net
m0086981.mta.everyone.net
Remote Server returned '550 Recipient Rejected: Mailbox would exceed maximum allowed storage'


Original message headers:


Received: from BY2PR09MB0705.namprd09.prod.outlook.com (10.162.82.12) by
 BY2PR09MB0769.namprd09.prod.outlook.com (10.162.82.151) with Microsoft SMTP
 Server (TLS) id 15.1.361.13; Tue, 5 Jan 2016 22:20:56 +0000
Received: from BY2PR09MB0705.namprd09.prod.outlook.com ([10.162.82.12]) by
 BY2PR09MB0705.namprd09.prod.outlook.com ([10.162.82.12]) with mapi id
 15.01.0361.006; Tue, 5 Jan 2016 22:20:56 +0000
From: "Williams, Jonathan" <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
CC: Virginia Monsisco <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>, "Sheldrake, Beth"
        <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>, "Zavala, Bernie" <Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov>,
        "Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov" <Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov>, "susanh@ida.net"
        <susanh@ida.net>, "McDonnell, Kimberlee" <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: AFLB north of plant--December 23 conference call follow up
Thread-Topic: AFLB north of plant--December 23 conference call follow up
Thread-Index: AdFIBVC4lM4NvQYgSXGIn6musPV7uA==
Date: Tue, 5 Jan 2016 22:20:56 +0000
Message-ID: <BY2PR09MB070573E42A0E33A8A57B18F2E1F30@BY2PR09MB0705.namprd09.prod.outlook.com>
Accept-Language: en-US
Content-Language: en-US
X-MS-Has-Attach: yes
X-MS-TNEF-Correlator:
authentication-results: spf=none (sender IP is )
 smtp.mailfrom=Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov; 
x-originating-ip: [2620:117:5021:73::d023]
x-microsoft-exchange-diagnostics: 
1;BY2PR09MB0769;5:3o2AGc+2MFY4oC6CbOPS7IfrzftJIZ1szRijDnT2/xJ1GoWzDJpiw+coFhn7qrCz6NPik3vvnwmoTGZdBiacjVYsyHpKNGEkCKfspAxbolbexVr2TfLzmcoea5TGuhs+fQfFIzaiWnErKsJmGgS9Yw==;24:xpt57JJrVbWKtpvC3Eg/rQk79XSO/NswDcyFTW7B221cEWzWAM0rg7IyUnqosVs3Y4Lmtl0kavccMYPcMgqO84KtvEYpdGV7Pfr+a15+aV0=
x-microsoft-antispam: UriScan:;BCL:0;PCL:0;RULEID:;SRVR:BY2PR09MB0769;
x-ld-processed: 88b378b3-6748-4867-acf9-76aacbeca6a7,ExtAddr
x-microsoft-antispam-prvs: <BY2PR09MB0769316D5EE0F997790709DAE1F30@BY2PR09MB0769.namprd09.prod.outlook.com>
x-exchange-antispam-report-test: UriScan:(268192884311678);
x-exchange-antispam-report-cfa-test: BCL:0;PCL:0;RULEID:(102615235)(601004)(2401047)(5005006)(8121501046)(520078)(3002001)(10201501046);SRVR:BY2PR09MB0769;BCL:0;PCL:0;RULEID:;SRVR:BY2PR09MB0769;
x-forefront-prvs: 0812095267
x-forefront-antispam-report: SFV:NSPM;SFS:(10019020)(377454003)(51914003)(199003)(252514010)(24454002)(504964003)(189002)(30513003)(19300405004)(87936001)(790700001)(5004730100002)(19609705001)(19617315012)(74316001)(101416001)(2900100001)(92566002)(106356001)(19625215002)
(50986999)(97736004)(189998001)(15975445007)(40100003)(54356999)(5001960100002)(81156007)(16601075003)(105586002)(76576001)(1220700001)(1096002)(122556002)(5002640100001)(10400500002)(99936001)(19580405001)(11100500001)(86362001)(99286002)(77096005)(5003600100002)(5890100001)
(6116002)(19580395003)(16236675004)(102836003)(110136002)(4326007)(586003)(5008740100001)(33656002)(440584002)(3826002);DIR:OUT;SFP:1102;SCL:1;SRVR:BY2PR09MB0769;H:BY2PR09MB0705.namprd09.prod.outlook.com;FPR:;SPF:None;PTR:InfoNoRecords;A:1;MX:1;LANG:en;
received-spf: None (protection.outlook.com: epa.gov does not designate
 permitted sender hosts)
Content-Type: multipart/mixed;
        boundary="_004_BY2PR09MB070573E42A0E33A8A57B18F2E1F30BY2PR09MB0705namp_"
MIME-Version: 1.0
X-OriginatorOrg: epa.gov
X-MS-Exchange-CrossTenant-originalarrivaltime: 05 Jan 2016 22:20:56.2856
 (UTC)
X-MS-Exchange-CrossTenant-fromentityheader: Hosted
X-MS-Exchange-CrossTenant-id: 88b378b3-6748-4867-acf9-76aacbeca6a7
X-MS-Exchange-Transport-CrossTenantHeadersStamped: BY2PR09MB0769
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: susanh@ida.net; Kelly Wright
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: AFLB north of plant--December 23 conference call follow up
Date: Wednesday, January 06, 2016 11:39:00 AM


Others have also reported the same problem. 
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Susan Hanson [mailto:susanh@ida.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 06, 2016 6:25 AM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: Re: AFLB north of plant--December 23 conference call follow up
 
Im getting everyone else's? 
Susan Hanson


 
On Jan 6, 2016, at 7:23 AM, Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com> wrote:


Check your email
 


From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 3:39 PM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: RE: AFLB north of plant--December 23 conference call follow up
 
Kelly:
 
I’ve been receiving this error message repeatedly the past few months when e-mailing Susan.  Others have too.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Microsoft Outlook 
Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 2:21 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan
Subject: Undeliverable: RE: AFLB north of plant--December 23 conference call follow up
 


m0086981.mta.everyone.net rejected your message to the following email addresses:


susanh@ida.net (susanh@ida.net)
Your message couldn't be delivered because the recipient's email system reported the following error: '550 Recipient Rejected: Mailbox would exceed maximum allowed storage'. It's possible it's a temporary issue with their email system. Try to resend the message. If the problem continues, contact the
 recipient by some other means (by phone for example) and ask them to tell their email admin about the problem. Be sure to give them the error above, as it will better help them diagnose the problem.


For Email Administrators
This error is being returned by the recipient's email system but it doesn't include a valid, specific, enhanced SMTP status code, making it difficult to assess exactly what the problem is. Please carefully examine the error reported by the recipient's email system to help diagnose and troubleshoot the
 problem. Only the recipient's email admin will be able to fix this.


m0086981.mta.everyone.net gave this error:
Recipient Rejected: Mailbox would exceed maximum allowed storage


Diagnostic information for administrators:


Generating server: BY2PR09MB0769.namprd09.prod.outlook.com


susanh@ida.net
m0086981.mta.everyone.net
Remote Server returned '550 Recipient Rejected: Mailbox would exceed maximum allowed storage'


Original message headers:


Received: from BY2PR09MB0705.namprd09.prod.outlook.com (10.162.82.12) by
 BY2PR09MB0769.namprd09.prod.outlook.com (10.162.82.151) with Microsoft SMTP
 Server (TLS) id 15.1.361.13; Tue, 5 Jan 2016 22:20:56 +0000
Received: from BY2PR09MB0705.namprd09.prod.outlook.com ([10.162.82.12]) by
 BY2PR09MB0705.namprd09.prod.outlook.com ([10.162.82.12]) with mapi id
 15.01.0361.006; Tue, 5 Jan 2016 22:20:56 +0000
From: "Williams, Jonathan" <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
CC: Virginia Monsisco <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>, "Sheldrake, Beth"
        <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>, "Zavala, Bernie" <Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov>,
        "Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov" <Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov>, "susanh@ida.net"
        <susanh@ida.net>, "McDonnell, Kimberlee" <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: AFLB north of plant--December 23 conference call follow up
Thread-Topic: AFLB north of plant--December 23 conference call follow up
Thread-Index: AdFIBVC4lM4NvQYgSXGIn6musPV7uA==
Date: Tue, 5 Jan 2016 22:20:56 +0000
Message-ID: <BY2PR09MB070573E42A0E33A8A57B18F2E1F30@BY2PR09MB0705.namprd09.prod.outlook.com>
Accept-Language: en-US
Content-Language: en-US
X-MS-Has-Attach: yes
X-MS-TNEF-Correlator:
authentication-results: spf=none (sender IP is )
 smtp.mailfrom=Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov; 
x-originating-ip: [2620:117:5021:73::d023]
x-microsoft-exchange-diagnostics: 
1;BY2PR09MB0769;5:3o2AGc+2MFY4oC6CbOPS7IfrzftJIZ1szRijDnT2/xJ1GoWzDJpiw+coFhn7qrCz6NPik3vvnwmoTGZdBiacjVYsyHpKNGEkCKfspAxbolbexVr2TfLzmcoea5TGuhs+fQfFIzaiWnErKsJmGgS9Yw==;24:xpt57JJrVbWKtpvC3Eg/rQk79XSO/NswDcyFTW7B221cEWzWAM0rg7IyUnqosVs3Y4Lmtl0kavccMYPcMgqO84KtvEYpdGV7Pfr+a15+aV0=
x-microsoft-antispam: UriScan:;BCL:0;PCL:0;RULEID:;SRVR:BY2PR09MB0769;
x-ld-processed: 88b378b3-6748-4867-acf9-76aacbeca6a7,ExtAddr
x-microsoft-antispam-prvs: <BY2PR09MB0769316D5EE0F997790709DAE1F30@BY2PR09MB0769.namprd09.prod.outlook.com>
x-exchange-antispam-report-test: UriScan:(268192884311678);
x-exchange-antispam-report-cfa-test: BCL:0;PCL:0;RULEID:(102615235)(601004)(2401047)(5005006)(8121501046)(520078)(3002001)(10201501046);SRVR:BY2PR09MB0769;BCL:0;PCL:0;RULEID:;SRVR:BY2PR09MB0769;
x-forefront-prvs: 0812095267
x-forefront-antispam-report: SFV:NSPM;SFS:(10019020)(377454003)(51914003)(199003)(252514010)(24454002)(504964003)(189002)(30513003)(19300405004)(87936001)(790700001)(5004730100002)(19609705001)(19617315012)(74316001)(101416001)(2900100001)(92566002)(106356001)(19625215002)
(50986999)(97736004)(189998001)(15975445007)(40100003)(54356999)(5001960100002)(81156007)(16601075003)(105586002)(76576001)(1220700001)(1096002)(122556002)(5002640100001)(10400500002)(99936001)(19580405001)(11100500001)(86362001)(99286002)(77096005)(5003600100002)
(5890100001)(6116002)(19580395003)(16236675004)(102836003)(110136002)(4326007)(586003)(5008740100001)(33656002)(440584002)(3826002);DIR:OUT;SFP:1102;SCL:1;SRVR:BY2PR09MB0769;H:BY2PR09MB0705.namprd09.prod.outlook.com;FPR:;SPF:None;PTR:InfoNoRecords;A:1;MX:1;LANG:en;
received-spf: None (protection.outlook.com: epa.gov does not designate
 permitted sender hosts)
Content-Type: multipart/mixed;
        boundary="_004_BY2PR09MB070573E42A0E33A8A57B18F2E1F30BY2PR09MB0705namp_"
MIME-Version: 1.0
X-OriginatorOrg: epa.gov
X-MS-Exchange-CrossTenant-originalarrivaltime: 05 Jan 2016 22:20:56.2856
 (UTC)
X-MS-Exchange-CrossTenant-fromentityheader: Hosted
X-MS-Exchange-CrossTenant-id: 88b378b3-6748-4867-acf9-76aacbeca6a7
X-MS-Exchange-Transport-CrossTenantHeadersStamped: BY2PR09MB0769
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From: Kelly Wright
To: Williams, Jonathan; susanh@ida.net
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: AFLB north of plant--December 23 conference call follow up
Date: Wednesday, January 06, 2016 11:43:48 AM


Susan, check your system. I was told that it was blocking several different people not just EPA.
Thanks
Kelly
 


From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 06, 2016 12:39 PM
To: Susan Hanson <susanh@ida.net>; Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: AFLB north of plant--December 23 conference call follow up
 
Others have also reported the same problem. 
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Susan Hanson [mailto:susanh@ida.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 06, 2016 6:25 AM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: Re: AFLB north of plant--December 23 conference call follow up
 
Im getting everyone else's? 
Susan Hanson


 
On Jan 6, 2016, at 7:23 AM, Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com> wrote:
 


Check your email
 


From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 3:39 PM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: RE: AFLB north of plant--December 23 conference call follow up
 
Kelly:
 
I’ve been receiving this error message repeatedly the past few months when e-mailing Susan.  Others have too.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Microsoft Outlook 
Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 2:21 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan
Subject: Undeliverable: RE: AFLB north of plant--December 23 conference call follow up
 


m0086981.mta.everyone.net rejected your message to the following email addresses:


susanh@ida.net (susanh@ida.net)
Your message couldn't be delivered because the recipient's email system reported the following error: '550 Recipient Rejected: Mailbox would exceed maximum allowed storage'. It's possible it's a temporary issue with their email system. Try to resend the message. If the problem continues, contact the
 recipient by some other means (by phone for example) and ask them to tell their email admin about the problem. Be sure to give them the error above, as it will better help them diagnose the problem.


For Email Administrators
This error is being returned by the recipient's email system but it doesn't include a valid, specific, enhanced SMTP status code, making it difficult to assess exactly what the problem is. Please carefully examine the error reported by the recipient's email system to help diagnose and troubleshoot the
 problem. Only the recipient's email admin will be able to fix this.


m0086981.mta.everyone.net gave this error:
Recipient Rejected: Mailbox would exceed maximum allowed storage


Diagnostic information for administrators:


Generating server: BY2PR09MB0769.namprd09.prod.outlook.com


susanh@ida.net
m0086981.mta.everyone.net
Remote Server returned '550 Recipient Rejected: Mailbox would exceed maximum allowed storage'


Original message headers:


Received: from BY2PR09MB0705.namprd09.prod.outlook.com (10.162.82.12) by
 BY2PR09MB0769.namprd09.prod.outlook.com (10.162.82.151) with Microsoft SMTP
 Server (TLS) id 15.1.361.13; Tue, 5 Jan 2016 22:20:56 +0000
Received: from BY2PR09MB0705.namprd09.prod.outlook.com ([10.162.82.12]) by
 BY2PR09MB0705.namprd09.prod.outlook.com ([10.162.82.12]) with mapi id
 15.01.0361.006; Tue, 5 Jan 2016 22:20:56 +0000
From: "Williams, Jonathan" <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
CC: Virginia Monsisco <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>, "Sheldrake, Beth"
        <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>, "Zavala, Bernie" <Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov>,
        "Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov" <Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov>, "susanh@ida.net"
        <susanh@ida.net>, "McDonnell, Kimberlee" <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: AFLB north of plant--December 23 conference call follow up
Thread-Topic: AFLB north of plant--December 23 conference call follow up
Thread-Index: AdFIBVC4lM4NvQYgSXGIn6musPV7uA==
Date: Tue, 5 Jan 2016 22:20:56 +0000
Message-ID: <BY2PR09MB070573E42A0E33A8A57B18F2E1F30@BY2PR09MB0705.namprd09.prod.outlook.com>
Accept-Language: en-US
Content-Language: en-US
X-MS-Has-Attach: yes
X-MS-TNEF-Correlator:
authentication-results: spf=none (sender IP is )
 smtp.mailfrom=Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov; 
x-originating-ip: [2620:117:5021:73::d023]
x-microsoft-exchange-diagnostics: 
1;BY2PR09MB0769;5:3o2AGc+2MFY4oC6CbOPS7IfrzftJIZ1szRijDnT2/xJ1GoWzDJpiw+coFhn7qrCz6NPik3vvnwmoTGZdBiacjVYsyHpKNGEkCKfspAxbolbexVr2TfLzmcoea5TGuhs+fQfFIzaiWnErKsJmGgS9Yw==;24:xpt57JJrVbWKtpvC3Eg/rQk79XSO/NswDcyFTW7B221cEWzWAM0rg7IyUnqosVs3Y4Lmtl0kavccMYPcMgqO84KtvEYpdGV7Pfr+a15+aV0=
x-microsoft-antispam: UriScan:;BCL:0;PCL:0;RULEID:;SRVR:BY2PR09MB0769;
x-ld-processed: 88b378b3-6748-4867-acf9-76aacbeca6a7,ExtAddr
x-microsoft-antispam-prvs: <BY2PR09MB0769316D5EE0F997790709DAE1F30@BY2PR09MB0769.namprd09.prod.outlook.com>
x-exchange-antispam-report-test: UriScan:(268192884311678);
x-exchange-antispam-report-cfa-test: BCL:0;PCL:0;RULEID:(102615235)(601004)(2401047)(5005006)(8121501046)(520078)(3002001)(10201501046);SRVR:BY2PR09MB0769;BCL:0;PCL:0;RULEID:;SRVR:BY2PR09MB0769;
x-forefront-prvs: 0812095267
x-forefront-antispam-report: SFV:NSPM;SFS:(10019020)(377454003)(51914003)(199003)(252514010)(24454002)(504964003)(189002)(30513003)(19300405004)(87936001)(790700001)(5004730100002)(19609705001)(19617315012)(74316001)(101416001)(2900100001)(92566002)(106356001)(19625215002)
(50986999)(97736004)(189998001)(15975445007)(40100003)(54356999)(5001960100002)(81156007)(16601075003)(105586002)(76576001)(1220700001)(1096002)(122556002)(5002640100001)(10400500002)(99936001)(19580405001)(11100500001)(86362001)(99286002)(77096005)(5003600100002)
(5890100001)(6116002)(19580395003)(16236675004)(102836003)(110136002)(4326007)(586003)(5008740100001)(33656002)(440584002)(3826002);DIR:OUT;SFP:1102;SCL:1;SRVR:BY2PR09MB0769;H:BY2PR09MB0705.namprd09.prod.outlook.com;FPR:;SPF:None;PTR:InfoNoRecords;A:1;MX:1;LANG:en;
received-spf: None (protection.outlook.com: epa.gov does not designate
 permitted sender hosts)
Content-Type: multipart/mixed;
        boundary="_004_BY2PR09MB070573E42A0E33A8A57B18F2E1F30BY2PR09MB0705namp_"
MIME-Version: 1.0
X-OriginatorOrg: epa.gov
X-MS-Exchange-CrossTenant-originalarrivaltime: 05 Jan 2016 22:20:56.2856
 (UTC)
X-MS-Exchange-CrossTenant-fromentityheader: Hosted
X-MS-Exchange-CrossTenant-id: 88b378b3-6748-4867-acf9-76aacbeca6a7
X-MS-Exchange-Transport-CrossTenantHeadersStamped: BY2PR09MB0769
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: susanh@ida.net; Kelly Wright; Zavala, Bernie; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov Miller
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: AFLB north of plant--December 23 conference call follow up
Date: Friday, January 08, 2016 10:20:33 AM
Attachments: EMF RI Section 3_3 Figures.pdf


Susan:
 
Sorry you missed the teleconference.  We discussed the information I sent to you, Kelly, and Scott
 December 23, 2015 after it was described to us by Rob Hartman during our teleconference with
 FMC that day.  Those cross sections, provided to EPA by BAH after the call with FMC, are attached
 to this e-mail too.
 
Bernie and I looked over the cross sections, and a number of borehole logs, and the first available
 time to discuss our interpretation of that information with the Tribes and IDEQ was Wednesday,
 January 6.   The next step is for me to call Marjo Carpenter, and then follow-up with an e-mail reply.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Susan Hanson [mailto:susanh@ida.net] 
Sent: Friday, January 08, 2016 8:44 AM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>;
 Zavala, Bernie <Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov>; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov Miller
 <Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov>
Subject: Re: AFLB north of plant--December 23 conference call follow up
 
All- Jonathan:
 
Could you provide some clarification on this matter?  On December 23 we talked at length
 about the need to determine, to a better degree of specificity, where the AFLB terminated to
 ensure we were monitoring in the proper locations.  I understand from the email below  and
 discussions with Kelly this may not be as critical at this juncture but EPA will be requiring
  monitoring wells at some future time.  Is the thinking when weather permits?    Im very
 perplexed with the issue surrounding the assessment zone and compliance zone as being " a
 sloppy way to conduct business".  The Tribes voiced  repeated concerns in the past
 surrounding points of compliance at the source  only to be told the point of compliance for
 ground water cocs was in the river.  Am I understanding correctly that this will not be the case
 at FMC? 
 
I appreciate your assistance in clarifying this issue.  
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Thank you 
Susan Hanson


 


 
 


From: Kelly Wright 
Sent: Wednesday, January 06, 2016 11:57 AM
To: Susan Hanson <susanh@ida.net>
Subject: FW: AFLB north of plant--December 23 conference call follow up
 
On today’s call we identified the fact that the proposed wells north of the frontage
 road are not necessarily important enough to install immediately and the fact that
 somehow, FMC has selected an assessment area and compliance area.  According to
 those involved, this was nothing more than a sloppy way to conduct business.  EPA,
 Tribes and IDEQ agreed that this would not be allowed in this process.  Also talked
 about the plume in groundwater must meet the limits everyone not just the point of
 compliance.
 
EPA and IDEQ are rather upset with the fact that Rob did not provide all the necessary
 material as requested early in December and waited until later to try and explain it
 after the fact.  If he was going to use something from 1993, professional curiosity
 would have been to provide everything.  Many players or faces have changed.
 


From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 3:21 PM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: Virginia Monsisco <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>; Sheldrake, Beth
 <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; Zavala, Bernie
 <Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov>;Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Susan Hanson
 <susanh@ida.net>; McDonnell, Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: AFLB north of plant--December 23 conference call follow up
 
Kelly:
 
I believe that you, me, Susan, Bernie, and Scott all received the same information, at
 the same time, from FMC December 23, 2015.   The information we received was not
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 in time for us all to adequately review prior to the conference call with FMC.
 
After the conference call, Bernie and I were able to further review the information
 provided by FMC, and some cross sections that FMC did not provide, but which Rob
 Hartman described over the telephone, from the original EMF RI. BAH found those
 cross sections, provided them to me and Bernie, and I forwarded to you and Scott
 12/23/15.  They’re attached to this e-mail too.
 
Bernie and I would like to discuss our current thinking about the northern extent of the
 AFLB with you, Susan, and Scott. Would a conference call tomorrow, January 6, at 11
 am Mountain Time (10 am Pacific) work for you and/or Susan? I know that’s a good
 time for me, Bernie, and Scott.
 
This call would be in addition to the bi-weekly teleconference scheduled for Thursday,
 January 7, where EPA, BAH, the Tribes, and IDEQ will be discussing other aspects of the
 groundwater remedy intermediate RD submittal, and also the final soil remedy RD and
 RAWP received December 28.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Monday, December 28, 2015 8:43 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Virginia Monsisco <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>; Sheldrake, Beth
 <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: AFLB north of plant
 
Jonathan, it appears that the Tribes are being left out on information that impacts our
 lands and resources. I hope in the future that FMC and EPA’s contractor includes the
 Tribes on correspondences regarding the FMC OU. Some of the timeframes involved
 are becoming undoable.  More time is needed to ensure that we can provide a more
 thorough review and participation in these meetings.
 
Hopefully, we can get these resolved in the near future so we can be pro-active rather
 than reactive.
Thanks
Kelly  
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From: Susan Hanson [mailto:susanh@ida.net] 
Sent: Monday, December 28, 2015 9:30 AM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: Jonathan Williams <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Virginia Monsisco
 <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>
Subject: Re: AFLB north of plant
 
Kelly,
 
I participated on this call but a couple comments. It is difficult, if not impossible
 to be prepared or have any value when the information is forwarded 15 minutes
 prior to the call.  The call in number was forwarded less than 10 minutes prior to
 the call as was the information from Ed.
 
Again, it would be really helpful if you could remind Jonathan to have Marjo
 copy us directly so we have some time to prepare, rather than sending out emails
 to check on status of calls and call in numbers. 
 
FMC will be drilling additional monitoring wells across from hiway 30 to
 determine if the AFLB extends.  This area is very ? as to how far the AFLB
 extends and if it is continuous.  As you know, the original RI reports drafted by
 Bechtel actually described the AFLB pinching off and turning to michaud gravels
 north of the facility towards the river.  
 
FMC will be providing a work plan after the first of the year for this work.  Could
 you request a date for comments due from Jonathon on 60% design? 
 
thanks
Susan Hanson


 
On Dec 23, 2015, at 12:42 PM, "Williams, Jonathan"
 <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov> wrote:
 


Thanks for the information.  I think we disagree with the interpreted
 extent of the AFLB shown on the map sent to us last week, and would like
 to explain why over the telephone.  And the borehole information
 provided earlier today does not appear to support that MWH
 interpretation of the continuous extent of the AFLB (shown in purple in
 map view) either.
 
Attached are some interpretive cross sections I recently reviewed.  My
 initial review suggests that along section C-C’ the AFLB is present at MW
 133/134, MW 112 is too shallow, and it’s absent at MW 500/501.  Along
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 section D-D’ it appears to be present only as far north as MW 309/310.  It
 appears that the AFLB is not present anywhere along section G-G’.
 
Let’s talk as planned about how far down gradient from potential
 extraction well locations we can expect the AFLB to be present, and how
 that might be confirmed.  Also, I think we should talk about orienting
 extraction wells more or less perpendicular to groundwater flow.  Some
 proposed extraction well locations appear to be oriented more parallel to
 the flow of contaminated groundwater.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Marguerite Carpenter
 [mailto:MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 23, 2015 10:15 AM
To: Zavala, Bernie <Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov>; Ed Greutert
 <greutert_ed@bah.com>; susanh@ida.net; Williams, Jonathan
 <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>;
 Scott Miller <scott.miller@deq.idaho.gov>
Cc: Rob Hartman <Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com>
Subject: AFLB north of plant
 
Jonathan
 
During our conference call last Friday, you requested additional
 information regarding the EMF RI, FMC Groundwater Current
 Conditions Report (GWCCR) and Simplot Phosphoric Acid Plant
 (PAP) Investigation Report) data and interpretations that the
 American Falls Lake Bed deposits are laterally continuous to the
 north and northeast of the FMC Plant site as depicted on the
 figures we reviewed during the call which are attached again here. 
 Also attached are 1) Figure 3-1 from the Draft CERCLA
 Groundwater Monitoring Plan, annotated with a dashed line
 around the borings / lithologic logs that were again reviewed, 2) a
 tabulated summary of the boring designations showing the depth
 to and elevation of the top of the AFLB, and 3) copies of the
 lithologic logs.  We believe the attached information fully supports
 the original EMF RI / GWCCR interpretation that the AFLB is
 laterally continuous to the north of the FMC Plant (at least north of
 I-86) and to the northeast (northeast of well 517 as inferred from
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 the data presented in Simplot’s PAP Investigation Report). With
 your concurrence, we believe this information obviates the need
 for further discussion on this topic and propose that we cancel the
 conference call scheduled for this afternoon. 
 
Thank you,
Marjo
 
 
Marguerite Carpenter, PhD
Associate Director, EHS Rem/Gov
FMC Corporation
1735 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA  19103
Phone 215-299-6210
<image003.png>
 
Please be advised that this transmittal may be privileged or confidential. 
 If you are not the intended recipient, please do not read, copy or re-
transimit this communication.  If you have received this communication in
 error, please notify me by e-mail (marguerite.carpenter@fmc.com) or by
 telephone and delete this message and any attachments.  Thank you in
 advance for your cooperation and assistance.
 


Click here to report this email as spam.


<EMF RI Figure 3_1 series.pdf>
 
<EMF RI Section 3_3 Figures.pdf>
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Kelly Wright
Cc: Virginia Monsisco; Sheldrake, Beth; Zavala, Bernie; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; susanh@ida.net; McDonnell,


 Kimberlee
Subject: RE: AFLB north of plant--December 23 conference call follow up
Date: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 2:21:14 PM
Attachments: EMF RI Section 3_3 Figures.pdf


Kelly:
 
I believe that you, me, Susan, Bernie, and Scott all received the same information, at the same time,
 from FMC December 23, 2015.   The information we received was not in time for us all to
 adequately review prior to the conference call with FMC.
 
After the conference call, Bernie and I were able to further review the information provided by FMC,
 and some cross sections that FMC did not provide, but which Rob Hartman described over the
 telephone, from the original EMF RI. BAH found those cross sections, provided them to me and
 Bernie, and I forwarded to you and Scott 12/23/15.  They’re attached to this e-mail too.
 
Bernie and I would like to discuss our current thinking about the northern extent of the AFLB with
 you, Susan, and Scott. Would a conference call tomorrow, January 6, at 11 am Mountain Time (10
 am Pacific) work for you and/or Susan? I know that’s a good time for me, Bernie, and Scott.
 
This call would be in addition to the bi-weekly teleconference scheduled for Thursday, January 7,
 where EPA, BAH, the Tribes, and IDEQ will be discussing other aspects of the groundwater remedy
 intermediate RD submittal, and also the final soil remedy RD and RAWP received December 28.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Monday, December 28, 2015 8:43 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Virginia Monsisco <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>; Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: AFLB north of plant
 
Jonathan, it appears that the Tribes are being left out on information that impacts our lands and
 resources. I hope in the future that FMC and EPA’s contractor includes the Tribes on
 correspondences regarding the FMC OU. Some of the timeframes involved are becoming undoable. 
 More time is needed to ensure that we can provide a more thorough review and participation in
 these meetings.
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Hopefully, we can get these resolved in the near future so we can be pro-active rather than reactive.
Thanks
Kelly  
 


From: Susan Hanson [mailto:susanh@ida.net] 
Sent: Monday, December 28, 2015 9:30 AM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: Jonathan Williams <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Virginia Monsisco <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>
Subject: Re: AFLB north of plant
 
Kelly,
 
I participated on this call but a couple comments. It is difficult, if not impossible to be
 prepared or have any value when the information is forwarded 15 minutes prior to the call.
  The call in number was forwarded less than 10 minutes prior to the call as was the
 information from Ed.
 
Again, it would be really helpful if you could remind Jonathan to have Marjo copy us directly
 so we have some time to prepare, rather than sending out emails to check on status of calls
 and call in numbers. 
 
FMC will be drilling additional monitoring wells across from hiway 30 to determine if the
 AFLB extends.  This area is very ? as to how far the AFLB extends and if it is continuous.  As
 you know, the original RI reports drafted by Bechtel actually described the AFLB pinching
 off and turning to michaud gravels north of the facility towards the river.  
 
FMC will be providing a work plan after the first of the year for this work.  Could you request
 a date for comments due from Jonathon on 60% design? 
 
thanks
Susan Hanson


 
On Dec 23, 2015, at 12:42 PM, "Williams, Jonathan" <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov> wrote:
 


Thanks for the information.  I think we disagree with the interpreted extent of the AFLB
 shown on the map sent to us last week, and would like to explain why over the
 telephone.  And the borehole information provided earlier today does not appear to
 support that MWH interpretation of the continuous extent of the AFLB (shown in
 purple in map view) either.
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Attached are some interpretive cross sections I recently reviewed.  My initial review
 suggests that along section C-C’ the AFLB is present at MW 133/134, MW 112 is too
 shallow, and it’s absent at MW 500/501.  Along section D-D’ it appears to be present
 only as far north as MW 309/310.  It appears that the AFLB is not present anywhere
 along section G-G’.
 
Let’s talk as planned about how far down gradient from potential extraction well
 locations we can expect the AFLB to be present, and how that might be confirmed. 
 Also, I think we should talk about orienting extraction wells more or less perpendicular
 to groundwater flow.  Some proposed extraction well locations appear to be oriented
 more parallel to the flow of contaminated groundwater.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Marguerite Carpenter [mailto:MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 23, 2015 10:15 AM
To: Zavala, Bernie <Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov>; Ed Greutert
 <greutert_ed@bah.com>; susanh@ida.net; Williams, Jonathan
 <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Scott Miller
 <scott.miller@deq.idaho.gov>
Cc: Rob Hartman <Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com>
Subject: AFLB north of plant
 
Jonathan
 
During our conference call last Friday, you requested additional information
 regarding the EMF RI, FMC Groundwater Current Conditions Report
 (GWCCR) and Simplot Phosphoric Acid Plant (PAP) Investigation Report) data
 and interpretations that the American Falls Lake Bed deposits are laterally
 continuous to the north and northeast of the FMC Plant site as depicted on the
 figures we reviewed during the call which are attached again here.  Also
 attached are 1) Figure 3-1 from the Draft CERCLA Groundwater Monitoring
 Plan, annotated with a dashed line around the borings / lithologic logs that
 were again reviewed, 2) a tabulated summary of the boring
 designations showing the depth to and elevation of the top of the AFLB, and
 3) copies of the lithologic logs.  We believe the attached information fully
 supports the original EMF RI / GWCCR interpretation that the AFLB is laterally
 continuous to the north of the FMC Plant (at least north of I-86) and to the
 northeast (northeast of well 517 as inferred from the data presented in
 Simplot’s PAP Investigation Report). With your concurrence, we believe this



x-msg://572/williams.jonathan@epa.gov

http://fmc.com/

x-msg://572/Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov

x-msg://572/greutert_ed@bah.com

x-msg://572/susanh@ida.net

x-msg://572/Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov

x-msg://572/kwright@sbtribes.com

x-msg://572/scott.miller@deq.idaho.gov

x-msg://572/Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com





 information obviates the need for further discussion on this topic and propose
 that we cancel the conference call scheduled for this afternoon. 
 
Thank you,
Marjo
 
 
Marguerite Carpenter, PhD
Associate Director, EHS Rem/Gov
FMC Corporation
1735 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA  19103
Phone 215-299-6210
<image003.png>
 
Please be advised that this transmittal may be privileged or confidential.  If you are not
 the intended recipient, please do not read, copy or re-transimit this communication.  If
 you have received this communication in error, please notify me by e-mail
 (marguerite.carpenter@fmc.com) or by telephone and delete this message and any
 attachments.  Thank you in advance for your cooperation and assistance.
 


Click here to report this email as spam.


<EMF RI Figure 3_1 series.pdf>
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Benchouk, Michele [USA]
Cc: Greutert, Ed [USA]; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: FMC Documents Needed
Date: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 10:25:51 AM


Yes, the hard-copy submittal (including CD) for the final soil remedy Remedial Design and Remedial
 Action Work Plan arrived at EPA’s office in Seattle last week.
 
Would you like me to provide a CD to Ed here in Seattle?  Would it be easier for you to pick up a CD
 from FMC there in Philadelphia?
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Benchouk, Michele [USA] [mailto:Benchouk_Michele@bah.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 6:10 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: FMC Documents Needed
 
Ed sent me the groundwater materials, so I don’t need you to send them.  Just need the 100% RDR
 documents.
 


From: Benchouk, Michele [USA] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 8:29 AM
To: 'Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov' <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: FMC Documents Needed
 
Jonathan,
 
Did you receive the 100% RD submittal along with the response to comments letter?  Ed said it
 might have be delivered to you on a disk.  I’d like to be able to look that over and confirm that the
 changes were made as noted in FMC’s letter.
 
Also, I don’t have the groundwater remedy submittal we were discussing yesterday.  Can you
 forward me a copy of that when you get a chance?
 
Thanks!
 
Michele
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: susanh@ida.net; Kelly Wright
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: FMC monitoring wells
Date: Thursday, January 07, 2016 4:10:53 PM


No, for reasons discussed during the teleconference with EPA, the Tribes, and IDEQ yesterday.  I
 called Marjo Carpenter this morning, and again a few minutes ago, asking to talk with her about our
 conversation.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Susan Hanson [mailto:susanh@ida.net] 
Sent: Thursday, January 07, 2016 3:58 PM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: FMC monitoring wells
 
Jonathan:
 
Does EPA still plan to request FMC drill monitoring wells to determine the extent of the
 AFLB?


Susan Hanson
 


Begin forwarded message:


From: Marguerite Carpenter <MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com>
Date: January 5, 2016 at 2:35:08 PM MST
To: Bernie Zavala <zavala.bernie@epa.gov>, "Bruce Olenick
 (bruce.olenick@deq.idaho.gov)" <bruce.olenick@deq.idaho.gov>, Doug Tanner
 <Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov>, Ed Greutert <greutert_ed@bah.com>,
 "Hanson, Susan" <susanh@ida.net>, "Jonathan Williams
 (Williams.jonathan@Epamail.epa.gov)" <Williams.jonathan@Epamail.epa.gov>,
 Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>, Scott Miller
 <scott.miller@deq.idaho.gov>
Cc: Dave Heineck <davidh@SummitLaw.com>, Rob Hartman
 <Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com>
Subject: Recall: Proposed locations of monitoring wells


Marguerite Carpenter would like to recall the message, "Proposed locations of
 monitoring wells".
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From: Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov
To: Williams, Jonathan; Brian.Ragan@idwr.idaho.gov
Cc: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Zavala, Bernie; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: FMC possible ground water injection
Date: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 1:36:08 PM


Cool beans.  dt


-----Original Message-----
From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 1:25 PM
To: Douglas Tanner; Brian.Ragan@idwr.idaho.gov
Cc: Scott Miller; Wayne Crowther; Zavala, Bernie; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: FMC possible ground water injection


Doug, Scott, Brian, and Wayne:


My review of the intermediate groundwater remedy Remedial Design Report, Section 5.4.2, suggests that FMC has
 not presented much of a rationale for further consideration of this (different from the preliminary RD) option they're
 considering for treated groundwater disposal.


Let's discuss this on the bi-weekly call this coming Thursday, and then see if discussing the Idaho UIC program
 injection well permit substantive requirements is warranted.


Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101


Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov


-----Original Message-----
From: Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, December 29, 2015 12:24 PM
To: Brian.Ragan@idwr.idaho.gov
Cc: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Williams, Jonathan
 <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: FMC possible ground water injection


Excellent!  I will attempt to get a call set up shortly.  dt


-----Original Message-----
From: Ragan, Brian [mailto:Brian.Ragan@idwr.idaho.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, December 29, 2015 12:55 PM
To: Douglas Tanner
Cc: Scott Miller; Wayne Crowther; Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov
Subject: RE: FMC possible ground water injection


Doug,


Thanks for the opportunity to provide input early in this process.


1.      Yes, I am the correct contact until further notice.
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2.      I'm available for a call 99% of the time.  Pretty much any date you suggest I can be available.
3.      I would consider this a Class V (aquifer remediation injection well) because the injectate will have been
 treated to a higher quality than the  produced, untreated ground water.
4.      Our depth cutoff between "shallow" and "deep" is 18-feet.  If the well(s) is greater than 18-ft total depth, it is
 considered a DEEP injection  well and will be processed as such.
5.      Let's discuss the injectate requirements quality during our conference call.


Brian Ragan
IDWR Water Compliance Bureau
(208) 287-4934


-----Original Message-----
From: Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, December 29, 2015 12:28 PM
To: Ragan, Brian
Cc: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov
Subject: FW: FMC possible ground water injection


Hey Brian,


A quick heads up that FMC as part of their CERCLA remedy MAY want to do "shallow" ground water injection.  I
 have attached a brief write up from FMC's 60% Groundwater design document where they briefly talk about the
 option of infiltrating or injecting extracted ground water that they will treat to remove arsenic and phosphorus. 


First, are you the correct contact?


Second, I have a few questions on IDWR's regs, and likely you or whoever the correct contact is have a few for me. 
 As such, even though it is not certain that injection will be chosen I would like to have a call to discuss the initial
 set of questions and garner as much insight as we jointly can do just in case.  We likely will not know until May or
 June what the final decision is, so the call does not have to be real soon but I was thinking mid-January would be a
 good time.  If you agree, please let me know some available dates and I will set it up. 


So I don't forget, (you do not need to answer these now), would this be a class IV or class Vaa?
85' below ground surface would be considered shallow by IDWR?  Any guidance on how to determine if shallow or
 deep injection is needed? 
How clean does the injected water have to be?


Thanks for your help.  Dt


Douglas M. Tanner
Regional Environmental Manager
444 Hospital Way, Suite 300
Pocatello, ID 83201
208-236-6160
Douglas.tanner@deq.idaho.gov


-----Original Message-----
From: ricoh@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:ricoh@deq.idaho.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, December 29, 2015 7:44 AM
To: Douglas Tanner
Subject: Message from "RNP0026738B96F1"


This E-mail was sent from "RNP0026738B96F1" (MP C4503).


Scan Date: 12.29.2015 09:44:18 (-0500)
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov; Brian.Ragan@idwr.idaho.gov
Cc: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Zavala, Bernie; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: FMC possible ground water injection
Date: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 12:24:45 PM


Doug, Scott, Brian, and Wayne:


My review of the intermediate groundwater remedy Remedial Design Report, Section 5.4.2, suggests that FMC has
 not presented much of a rationale for further consideration of this (different from the preliminary RD) option they're
 considering for treated groundwater disposal.


Let's discuss this on the bi-weekly call this coming Thursday, and then see if discussing the Idaho UIC program
 injection well permit substantive requirements is warranted.


Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101


Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov


-----Original Message-----
From: Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, December 29, 2015 12:24 PM
To: Brian.Ragan@idwr.idaho.gov
Cc: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Williams, Jonathan
 <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: FMC possible ground water injection


Excellent!  I will attempt to get a call set up shortly.  dt


-----Original Message-----
From: Ragan, Brian [mailto:Brian.Ragan@idwr.idaho.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, December 29, 2015 12:55 PM
To: Douglas Tanner
Cc: Scott Miller; Wayne Crowther; Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov
Subject: RE: FMC possible ground water injection


Doug,


Thanks for the opportunity to provide input early in this process.


1.      Yes, I am the correct contact until further notice.
2.      I'm available for a call 99% of the time.  Pretty much any date you suggest I can be available.
3.      I would consider this a Class V (aquifer remediation injection well) because the injectate will have been
 treated to a higher quality than the  produced, untreated ground water.
4.      Our depth cutoff between "shallow" and "deep" is 18-feet.  If the well(s) is greater than 18-ft total depth, it is
 considered a DEEP injection  well and will be processed as such.
5.      Let's discuss the injectate requirements quality during our conference call.


Brian Ragan
IDWR Water Compliance Bureau
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(208) 287-4934


-----Original Message-----
From: Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, December 29, 2015 12:28 PM
To: Ragan, Brian
Cc: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov
Subject: FW: FMC possible ground water injection


Hey Brian,


A quick heads up that FMC as part of their CERCLA remedy MAY want to do "shallow" ground water injection.  I
 have attached a brief write up from FMC's 60% Groundwater design document where they briefly talk about the
 option of infiltrating or injecting extracted ground water that they will treat to remove arsenic and phosphorus. 


First, are you the correct contact?


Second, I have a few questions on IDWR's regs, and likely you or whoever the correct contact is have a few for me. 
 As such, even though it is not certain that injection will be chosen I would like to have a call to discuss the initial
 set of questions and garner as much insight as we jointly can do just in case.  We likely will not know until May or
 June what the final decision is, so the call does not have to be real soon but I was thinking mid-January would be a
 good time.  If you agree, please let me know some available dates and I will set it up. 


So I don't forget, (you do not need to answer these now), would this be a class IV or class Vaa?
85' below ground surface would be considered shallow by IDWR?  Any guidance on how to determine if shallow or
 deep injection is needed? 
How clean does the injected water have to be?


Thanks for your help.  Dt


Douglas M. Tanner
Regional Environmental Manager
444 Hospital Way, Suite 300
Pocatello, ID 83201
208-236-6160
Douglas.tanner@deq.idaho.gov


-----Original Message-----
From: ricoh@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:ricoh@deq.idaho.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, December 29, 2015 7:44 AM
To: Douglas Tanner
Subject: Message from "RNP0026738B96F1"


This E-mail was sent from "RNP0026738B96F1" (MP C4503).


Scan Date: 12.29.2015 09:44:18 (-0500)
Queries to: ricoh@deq.idaho.gov
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Benchouk, Michele [USA]
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: Internal Call on Groundwater Remedy
Date: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 2:36:11 PM


I have another call tentatively set up at that time.  Would sometime in the afternoon Pacific Time,
 tomorrow (Jan. 6), work for you and Sriram?
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Benchouk, Michele [USA] [mailto:Benchouk_Michele@bah.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 11:59 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Internal Call on Groundwater Remedy
 
Jonathan,
 
Can you do a call on the groundwater remedy with Sriram tomorrow at 10 am Pacific?  If so, I will set
 up a call invite.
 
Michele
 
 


From: Benchouk, Michele [USA] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 10:28 AM
To: 'williams.jonathan@epa.gov' <williams.jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: Internal Call on Groundwater Remedy
 
Jonathan,
 
Sriram is on board and can attend the meeting on Thursday.  Do you have any time Wednesday for a
 call to discuss scope of the groundwater review with us?  Looks like 9-9:30 (your time) is out, but we
 are pretty open for other times.
 
Michele
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Marguerite Carpenter; Zavala, Bernie; Bruce Olenick (bruce.olenick@deq.idaho.gov); Doug Tanner; Ed Greutert;


 susanh@ida.net; Kelly Wright; Scott Miller; Benchouk, Michele [USA]
Cc: Dave Heineck; Rob Hartman; Boyd, Andrew; Sheldrake, Beth; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: Proposed locations of monitoring wells
Date: Friday, January 08, 2016 7:54:29 PM
Attachments: EMF RI Section 3_3 Figures.pdf


image002.png


Marjo:
 
Thanks for the telephone discussion this morning.  This e-mail confirms and augments the phone
 conversation you and I had earlier today about these proposed monitoring well locations. On that
 call, I summarized the teleconference that EPA, the Tribes, and IDEQ had January 7, 2016.  That
 teleconference led to our conclusion that these proposed borings are not needed to test the
 subsurface extent of the American Falls Lake Bed (AFLB) north of the proposed warehouse
 location.     
 
The January 7, 2016 telephone discussion between me, Bernie Zavala, Scott Miller, and Kelly Wright
 was the first opportunity we had to compare notes after the December 23, 2015 teleconference 
 between FMC, EPA, the Tribes, and IDEQ.  After that teleconference with FMC we separately
 reviewed the borehole log information provided by FMC shortly before the call, additional borehole
 log information from the EMF RI, and an interpretive EMF RI cross section (C-C’ in the attachment)
 we had not previously reviewed.  That cross section was described to us by Rob Hartman of MWH
 during the teleconference December 23, 2015, and served as a key part of our post-teleconference
 review.
 
In retrospect, EPA would like to have discussed the information provided and described December
 23, 2015 during the teleconference December 17, 2015 or even earlier.  I think that would have
 helped us to sooner reach a common conclusion about the interpreted extent of the AFLB.  Looking
 ahead, EPA expects the location of down-gradient monitoring wells, just beyond the extraction well
 capture zone, to be determined in response to remedial design extraction well testing. 
 
Thanks again for the call earlier today.  Please contact me with any questions. 
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Marguerite Carpenter [mailto:MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 06, 2016 5:35 AM
To: Zavala, Bernie <Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov>; Bruce Olenick (bruce.olenick@deq.idaho.gov)
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 <bruce.olenick@deq.idaho.gov>; Doug Tanner <Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov>; Ed Greutert
 <greutert_ed@bah.com>; susanh@ida.net; Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Kelly
 Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Scott Miller <scott.miller@deq.idaho.gov>
Cc: Dave Heineck <davidh@SummitLaw.com>; Rob Hartman <Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com>
Subject: Proposed locations of monitoring wells
 
 
Jonathan
 
During our conference call on December 23, 2015, I proposed installing additional
 monitoring wells on the north side of Highway 30 to demonstrate the AFLB is continuous
 and that monitoring wells beyond (down-gradient) of the extraction wells zone of influence
 will monitor the same hydrogeologic zone.  The attached figure from the Draft CERCLA
 Groundwater Monitoring Plan (CGMP) submitted to EPA with the Intermediate Design
 submittal on November 27, 2015 has been revised to show 3 additional monitoring wells
 (551, 552 and 553) on the north side of Highway 30 in addition to new monitoring well 550
 proposed in the CGMP. The proposed new wells would be over 700 feet downgradient
 from the extraction wells and well beyond the potential zone of influence / stagnation point.
 
The monitoring wells would be installed following the same procedures and SOPs from the
 Hydrogeologic Characterization Study Work Plan previously approved by EPA.  MWH is
 currently in contact with their drilling subcontractor and have a target schedule to
 commence field work the week of January 18, 2016. 
 
Please review the attached proposed locations of the monitoring wells and provide
 comments by Monday, January 11.
 
Thanks
Marjo
 
Marguerite Carpenter, PhD
Associate Director, EHS Rem/Gov
FMC Corporation
1735 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA  19103
Phone 215-299-6210


 
Please be advised that this transmittal may be privileged or confidential.  If you are not the intended
 recipient, please do not read, copy or re-transimit this communication.  If you have received this
 communication in error, please notify me by e-mail (marguerite.carpenter@fmc.com) or by
 telephone and delete this message and any attachments.  Thank you in advance for your
 cooperation and assistance.
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Bozic, James [USA]; Benchouk, Michele [USA]
Cc: Greutert, Ed [USA]; McDonnell, Kimberlee; Keeton, Jeffrey [USA]
Subject: RE: [External] RE: FMC Documents Needed
Date: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 10:43:20 AM


Right now would be great.  Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Bozic, James [USA] [mailto:Bozic_James@bah.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 10:38 AM
To: Benchouk, Michele [USA] <Benchouk_Michele@bah.com>; Williams, Jonathan
 <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Greutert, Ed [USA] <greutert_ed@bah.com>; McDonnell, Kimberlee
 <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>; Keeton, Jeffrey [USA] <Keeton_Jeffrey@bah.com>
Subject: RE: [External] RE: FMC Documents Needed
 
Hello Jonathan
 
Please let me know when you are available, and we can meet you at your desk to pick up the
 documentation.
 
Thank you


Regards
 
James
 
Associate
Booz | Allen | Hamilton


720 Olive Way, Suite 1250
Seattle, WA 98101


206.553.1938  (office)


206.422.1860  (mobile)
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bozic_james@bah.com


From: Benchouk, Michele [USA]
Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 10:29 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan
Cc: Greutert, Ed [USA]; McDonnell, Kimberlee; Bozic, James [USA]; Keeton, Jeffrey [USA]
Subject: RE: [External] RE: FMC Documents Needed


James Bozic or Jeff Keeton can pick the CD up from you out there and FTP the files to me.  That
 would probably be easiest.
 
Michele
 


From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 1:26 PM
To: Benchouk, Michele [USA] <Benchouk_Michele@bah.com>
Cc: Greutert, Ed [USA] <greutert_ed@bah.com>; McDonnell, Kimberlee
 <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: [External] RE: FMC Documents Needed
 
Yes, the hard-copy submittal (including CD) for the final soil remedy Remedial Design and Remedial
 Action Work Plan arrived at EPA’s office in Seattle last week.
 
Would you like me to provide a CD to Ed here in Seattle?  Would it be easier for you to pick up a CD
 from FMC there in Philadelphia?
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 


Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Benchouk, Michele [USA] [mailto:Benchouk_Michele@bah.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 6:10 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: FMC Documents Needed
 
Ed sent me the groundwater materials, so I don’t need you to send them.  Just need the 100% RDR
 documents.
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From: Benchouk, Michele [USA] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 8:29 AM
To: 'Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov' <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: FMC Documents Needed
 
Jonathan,
 
Did you receive the 100% RD submittal along with the response to comments letter?  Ed said it
 might have be delivered to you on a disk.  I’d like to be able to look that over and confirm that the
 changes were made as noted in FMC’s letter.
 
Also, I don’t have the groundwater remedy submittal we were discussing yesterday.  Can you
 forward me a copy of that when you get a chance?
 
Thanks!
 
Michele
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From: Susan Hanson
To: Williams, Jonathan
Cc: Kelly Wright; Zavala, Bernie; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov Miller; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: Re: AFLB north of plant--December 23 conference call follow up
Date: Friday, January 08, 2016 10:34:41 AM


Jonathan:


I had another regularly scheduled meeting or I would have participated. 


Susan Hanson


On Jan 8, 2016, at 11:20 AM, Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov> wrote:


Susan:
 
Sorry you missed the teleconference.  We discussed the information I sent to you,
 Kelly, and Scott December 23, 2015 after it was described to us by Rob Hartman during
 our teleconference with FMC that day.  Those cross sections, provided to EPA by BAH
 after the call with FMC, are attached to this e-mail too.
 
Bernie and I looked over the cross sections, and a number of borehole logs, and the
 first available time to discuss our interpretation of that information with the Tribes and
 IDEQ was Wednesday, January 6.   The next step is for me to call Marjo Carpenter, and
 then follow-up with an e-mail reply.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Susan Hanson [mailto:susanh@ida.net] 
Sent: Friday, January 08, 2016 8:44 AM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Williams, Jonathan
 <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Zavala, Bernie <Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov>;
 Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov Miller <Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov>
Subject: Re: AFLB north of plant--December 23 conference call follow up
 
All- Jonathan:
 
Could you provide some clarification on this matter?  On December 23 we talked
 at length about the need to determine, to a better degree of specificity, where the
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 AFLB terminated to ensure we were monitoring in the proper locations.  I
 understand from the email below  and discussions with Kelly this may not be as
 critical at this juncture but EPA will be requiring  monitoring wells at some
 future time.  Is the thinking when weather permits?    Im very perplexed with the
 issue surrounding the assessment zone and compliance zone as being " a sloppy
 way to conduct business".  The Tribes voiced  repeated concerns in the past
 surrounding points of compliance at the source  only to be told the point of
 compliance for ground water cocs was in the river.  Am I understanding correctly
 that this will not be the case at FMC? 
 
I appreciate your assistance in clarifying this issue.  
 
Thank you 
Susan Hanson


 


 
 


From: Kelly Wright 
Sent: Wednesday, January 06, 2016 11:57 AM
To: Susan Hanson <susanh@ida.net>
Subject: FW: AFLB north of plant--December 23 conference call follow up
 
On today’s call we identified the fact that the proposed wells north of the
 frontage road are not necessarily important enough to install
 immediately and the fact that somehow, FMC has selected an
 assessment area and compliance area.  According to those involved, this
 was nothing more than a sloppy way to conduct business.  EPA, Tribes
 and IDEQ agreed that this would not be allowed in this process.  Also
 talked about the plume in groundwater must meet the limits everyone
 not just the point of compliance.
 
EPA and IDEQ are rather upset with the fact that Rob did not provide all
 the necessary material as requested early in December and waited until
 later to try and explain it after the fact.  If he was going to use something
 from 1993, professional curiosity would have been to provide
 everything.  Many players or faces have changed.
 


From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
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Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2016 3:21 PM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: Virginia Monsisco <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>; Sheldrake, Beth
 <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; Zavala, Bernie
 <Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov>;Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Susan Hanson
 <susanh@ida.net>; McDonnell, Kimberlee
 <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: AFLB north of plant--December 23 conference call follow up
 
Kelly:
 
I believe that you, me, Susan, Bernie, and Scott all received the same
 information, at the same time, from FMC December 23, 2015.   The
 information we received was not in time for us all to adequately review
 prior to the conference call with FMC.
 
After the conference call, Bernie and I were able to further review the
 information provided by FMC, and some cross sections that FMC did not
 provide, but which Rob Hartman described over the telephone, from the
 original EMF RI. BAH found those cross sections, provided them to me
 and Bernie, and I forwarded to you and Scott 12/23/15.  They’re attached
 to this e-mail too.
 
Bernie and I would like to discuss our current thinking about the northern
 extent of the AFLB with you, Susan, and Scott. Would a conference call
 tomorrow, January 6, at 11 am Mountain Time (10 am Pacific) work for
 you and/or Susan? I know that’s a good time for me, Bernie, and Scott.
 
This call would be in addition to the bi-weekly teleconference scheduled
 for Thursday, January 7, where EPA, BAH, the Tribes, and IDEQ will be
 discussing other aspects of the groundwater remedy intermediate RD
 submittal, and also the final soil remedy RD and RAWP received
 December 28.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Monday, December 28, 2015 8:43 AM
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To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Virginia Monsisco <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>; Sheldrake, Beth
 <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: AFLB north of plant
 
Jonathan, it appears that the Tribes are being left out on information that
 impacts our lands and resources. I hope in the future that FMC and EPA’s
 contractor includes the Tribes on correspondences regarding the FMC
 OU. Some of the timeframes involved are becoming undoable.  More
 time is needed to ensure that we can provide a more thorough review
 and participation in these meetings.
 
Hopefully, we can get these resolved in the near future so we can be pro-
active rather than reactive.
Thanks
Kelly  
 


From: Susan Hanson [mailto:susanh@ida.net] 
Sent: Monday, December 28, 2015 9:30 AM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: Jonathan Williams <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Virginia Monsisco
 <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>
Subject: Re: AFLB north of plant
 
Kelly,
 
I participated on this call but a couple comments. It is difficult, if not
 impossible to be prepared or have any value when the information is
 forwarded 15 minutes prior to the call.  The call in number was
 forwarded less than 10 minutes prior to the call as was the
 information from Ed.
 
Again, it would be really helpful if you could remind Jonathan to
 have Marjo copy us directly so we have some time to prepare, rather
 than sending out emails to check on status of calls and call in
 numbers. 
 
FMC will be drilling additional monitoring wells across from hiway
 30 to determine if the AFLB extends.  This area is very ? as to how
 far the AFLB extends and if it is continuous.  As you know, the
 original RI reports drafted by Bechtel actually described the AFLB
 pinching off and turning to michaud gravels north of the facility
 towards the river.  
 
FMC will be providing a work plan after the first of the year for this
 work.  Could you request a date for comments due from Jonathon on
 60% design? 
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thanks
Susan Hanson


 
On Dec 23, 2015, at 12:42 PM, "Williams, Jonathan"
 <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov> wrote:
 


Thanks for the information.  I think we disagree with the
 interpreted extent of the AFLB shown on the map sent to us
 last week, and would like to explain why over the
 telephone.  And the borehole information provided earlier
 today does not appear to support that MWH interpretation
 of the continuous extent of the AFLB (shown in purple in
 map view) either.
 
Attached are some interpretive cross sections I recently
 reviewed.  My initial review suggests that along section C-C’
 the AFLB is present at MW 133/134, MW 112 is too shallow,
 and it’s absent at MW 500/501.  Along section D-D’ it
 appears to be present only as far north as MW 309/310.  It
 appears that the AFLB is not present anywhere along
 section G-G’.
 
Let’s talk as planned about how far down gradient from
 potential extraction well locations we can expect the AFLB
 to be present, and how that might be confirmed.  Also, I
 think we should talk about orienting extraction wells more
 or less perpendicular to groundwater flow.  Some proposed
 extraction well locations appear to be oriented more
 parallel to the flow of contaminated groundwater.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Marguerite Carpenter
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 [mailto:MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 23, 2015 10:15 AM
To: Zavala, Bernie <Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov>; Ed Greutert
 <greutert_ed@bah.com>; susanh@ida.net; Williams,
 Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Kelly Wright
 <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Scott Miller
 <scott.miller@deq.idaho.gov>
Cc: Rob Hartman <Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com>
Subject: AFLB north of plant
 
Jonathan
 
During our conference call last Friday, you requested
 additional information regarding the EMF RI, FMC
 Groundwater Current Conditions Report (GWCCR)
 and Simplot Phosphoric Acid Plant (PAP) Investigation
 Report) data and interpretations that the American
 Falls Lake Bed deposits are laterally continuous to the
 north and northeast of the FMC Plant site as depicted
 on the figures we reviewed during the call which are
 attached again here.  Also attached are 1) Figure 3-1
 from the Draft CERCLA Groundwater Monitoring
 Plan, annotated with a dashed line around the borings
 / lithologic logs that were again reviewed, 2) a
 tabulated summary of the boring designations showing
 the depth to and elevation of the top of the AFLB, and
 3) copies of the lithologic logs.  We believe the
 attached information fully supports the original EMF RI
 / GWCCR interpretation that the AFLB is laterally
 continuous to the north of the FMC Plant (at least
 north of I-86) and to the northeast (northeast of well
 517 as inferred from the data presented in Simplot’s
 PAP Investigation Report). With your concurrence, we
 believe this information obviates the need for further
 discussion on this topic and propose that we cancel
 the conference call scheduled for this afternoon. 
 
Thank you,
Marjo
 
 
Marguerite Carpenter, PhD
Associate Director, EHS Rem/Gov
FMC Corporation
1735 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA  19103
Phone 215-299-6210
<image003.png>
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Please be advised that this transmittal may be privileged or
 confidential.  If you are not the intended recipient, please
 do not read, copy or re-transimit this communication.  If you
 have received this communication in error, please notify me
 by e-mail (marguerite.carpenter@fmc.com) or by telephone
 and delete this message and any attachments.  Thank you in
 advance for your cooperation and assistance.
 


Click here to report this email as spam.


<EMF RI Figure 3_1 series.pdf>
 
<EMF RI Section 3_3 Figures.pdf>


 


<EMF RI Section 3_3 Figures.pdf>
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